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Tourism Is an information-intensive industry that has been utilising electronic systems to 
distribute products and services and to disseminate information in order to  accommodate 
travellers' needs and enable them to enjoy a comprehensive tourism experience. Travellers with 
disabilities, however, encounter low satisfaction levels with the relevant systems and this in turn 
affects their overall experience. While incorporating user requirements in system development 
has been elaborated in the literature and systems' acceptance has been studied systematically, 
the relationship between disabled user requirements and acceptance has not yet been 
sufficiently exploited. Hence, this study aims to investigate the success factors fo r accessible 
tourism systems, w ith the particular objectives of identifying requirements fo r accessible 
tourism systems and examining the link between disability and technology acceptance.
By using a range of qualitative and quantitative methods it was demonstrated that requirements 
are highly individualised depending on type of impairment, extent o f impairment, range of 
individual abilities and personal preferences. Results indicate that there are particular 
information and usability requirements that influence intention to  use a system, disability 
moderates technology acceptance, and that since different impairments generate different 
requirements, the factors that predict behavioural intention to use a system vary according to 
impairment. This study contributes to the accessible tourism literature by identifying factors 
(key requirements) that would influence technology adoption and assesses how the presence of 
these requirements has an effect on the perceptions of technology outcomes. It also contributes 
to  the technology acceptance literature by conceptualising disability as a moderating factor 
within a technology acceptance framework and produces seven different models fo r different 
types of impairment that better predict behavioural intention to use accessible tourism systems. 
This study also has implications for practitioners as findings can assist system designers to 
procure systems that are more successful and accepted. By acknowledging and incorporating 
user requirements in the design process, the technological outcomes will constitute a better 
system-user fit.
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1.1. BACKGROUND OF THE STUDY
Tourism provides considerable benefits to those participating in it and there is a need to 
facilitate enjoyment of the benefits of tourism w ithout prejudice or discrimination. As asserted 
in the Manila Declaration on World Tourism (1980): "The right to use leisure, and in particular 
the right of access to holiday and freedom of travel and tourism, a natural consequence of the 
right to  work, is recognized as an aspect of the fulfilm ent of the human being by the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights as well as by the legislation of many states." It entails fo r society 
"the duty of providing fo r its citizens the best practical, effective and non-discriminatory access 
to  this type of activity" (Edgell, 1990: 164). Conceptually, social tourism has been viewed as a 
concrete expression of this general right (The European Economic and Social Committee, 2006: 
68). Participation in leisure and tourism may involve overcoming certain constraints but for 
some groups the constraints are more substantial than for others. Factors such as economic and 
social disadvantage, race, ethnicity, age, gender prejudice and mental and physical disabilities 
mean that some sections of the community experience discrimination and greater difficulty in 
accessing leisure programmes (Jackson & Henderson, 1995; Shinew et al., 2004; Goodall, 2006; 
Stephenson & Hughes, 2005). However, while many tourists might experience barriers to 
tourism participation, it has been found that these barriers disproportionately affect people 
with disabilities (Smith, 1987). People with disabilities have the same motivations to  travel as 
the rest of the population (Smith, 1987; Darcy & Daruwalla, 1999) but barriers form a 
"...network of interrelated forces that lim it an individual's opportunities to  experience leisure" 
(Smith, 1987: 386-387).
The disability population is considerable in terms of both size and spending power. It 
has been estimated that there are more than 600 million disabled people around the world (Van 
Horn, 2002). In Europe, the number of people with access needs reaches 127.5 million including 
the elderly (Buhalis & Michopoulou, 2011), as there is a strong and positive correlation between 
ageing and disability (Bloch, 2000; Gerlin, 2006; Morris, Mueller, & Jones, 2010; Schmidt, 2004; 
United Nations, 1990). This figure is also expected to  increase substantially over the next 30 
years due to three primary factors. Firstly, the baby-boom generation of 1945 to  1965 reached
65+ in 2010. Secondly, as fertility  rates have decreased since 1965, the number of elderly people 
is increasing at a faster rate than the younger population. Thirdly, life expectancy at older ages is 
increasing (OECD & Health Division, 2005). In terms of spending power, in 1998 it was estimated 
at around $200 billion in the US (Burnett & Baker, 2001), and in 2004 in the UK, the sum was 
GBP £80 billion per annum (Spink, 2004). For travel in, particular, American adults w ith 
disabilities spend $13.6 billion each year (Open Doors Organisation, 2005).
However, even if the disability population may be significant in terms of both size and 
spending power, it has been claimed that the majority o f tourism organisations are not 
adequately serving people with disabilities (M iller & Kirk, 2002; Pühretmair, 2004; Rumetshofer 
& Woss, 2004; Williams & Rattray, 2005; Williams, Rattray, & Grimes, 2006; Williams, Rattray, & 
Stork, 2004). For example, research indicates that many accommodation websites are not 
designed with accessibility in mind and are not sufficiently usable for people w ith disabilities 
(O'Neill & Knight, 2000; Williams, Rattray, & Grimes, 2006; Williams, Rattray, & Stork, 2004). 
Tourism is an information-intensive industry that strongly relies on electronic systems to 
distribute tourism products in the marketplace as well as provide relevant information to  the 
customer to facilitate a purchase decision (Kim, Park, & Morrison, 2008; 0 ' Connor, 2000; Poon, 
1993). Tourism organisations, including tour operators, hotels and airlines are among the 
pioneers in internet adoption and e-commerce activity with increased focus on customer 
satisfaction (Buhalis & Law, 2008). Hence, there is a need to develop systems that enable 
tourism organisations to better cater for people w ith disabilities. It has been argued that many 
Information System (IS) failures can be attributed to  a lack of clear and specific information 
requirements (Cooper & Swanson, 1979; Davis, 1982; Telem, 1988). The misidentification of 
requirements is one of the primary causes of customer dissatisfaction with delivered systems 
(Davis, 1993; Herlea Damian, Jonker, Treur, & Wijngaards, 2005; Kontonya & Sommerville, 1998; 
Sommerville & Sawyer, 1997). It can be assumed that the requirements of people with 
disabilities have still not been successfully elicited and incorporated in a tourism information 
system and therefore the resulting information systems generate limited satisfaction and 
acceptance.
The following section (1.1.1) describes and explains the concept o f disability. It 
demonstrates the difference between impairment and disability and suggests that disability is a
social construction rather than a medical condition. Then, the following section (1.1.2) places 
disability within the tourism and technology context. It illustrates how disability intensifies the 
difficulties in creating, delivering as well as consuming a tourism experience.
I 1.1.1 THE DISABILITY CONCEPT
This section reviews disability discourses to  provide a theoretical base on which to 
understand the concept o f disability and its inherent complexities. Firstly, it describes and 
defines the terms "impairment", "disablement" and "disability". Secondly, it reviews the most 
prolific models of disability and their contribution to  conceptualising disability, and explains the 
approach adopted in this thesis.
impairment, disablement and disability
The most commonly cited definitions of disability and impairment are given by the 
World Health Organization (1976) and the United Nations (2003), which differentiate between 
disability and impairment:
"An impairment is any loss or abnormality of psychological, physiological or 
anatomical structure or function" (United Nations, 2003; World Health 
Organization, 1976).
"A disability is any restriction or lack (resulting from an impairment) o f ability to 
perform an activity in the manner or within the range considered normal fo r a 
human being" (United Nations, 2003; World Health Organization, 1976).
These definitions have been criticised as creating an individual or medical approach to 
disability and impairment (Barnes, 2012; Oliver, 1990, 1996a). This is because the focal point of 
the definitions is on "loss" o f the individual in terms of physical or cognitive limitations (i.e. 
inability to move or see). The emphasis here is on the individual's lack of ability and therefore 
focuses on individual's loss and their tragedy (Shakespeare, 2006). These definitions were 
claimed as misleading and prone to  misinterpretation by the Union of the Physically Impaired
Against Segregation (UPIAS) (1975), and the following definitions dominated as more accurate 
and representative:
"An impairment is lacking part o f or all o f a limb, or having a defective limb, 
organism or mechanism of the body" (Union of the Physically Impaired Against 
Segregation, 1975).
"Disability is the disadvantage or restriction of activity caused by contemporary 
organisation which takes no or little account of people who have physical 
impairments and thus excludes them from the mainstream of social activities"
(Union of the Physically Impaired Against Segregation, 1975).
The original UPIAS definition referred only to  people with physical impairments but it is 
now commonly accepted that social barriers disable people w ith all kinds of impairment. This 
definition of disability differs distinctly from the way in which the word can be generally used to 
mean impairment (Goodley 2012; Thomas, 2004b). Disability is defined as social discrimination 
and oppression and for this reason the word "disablement" is often used to  avoid any 
misunderstanding that can arise from the use of the more common word "disability" 
(Finkelstein, 2001; Thomas, 2004).
Disablement is the state of being disabled or the experience of becoming disabled, and 
can be due to  both impairment and disability. Barnes makes a distinction between the 
"experience of impairment" and the "experience of disability" when he says "...many of the 
social model's disabled critics have not located their arguments within a social model framework 
and, as a result, have failed to make the crucial distinction between the experience of 
impairment and the experience of disability" (Barnes, 1996: 3-4). However, Finkelstein appears 
to concede that the experience of disablement may result from both impairment and disability: 
"There is ... a profound difference between struggles based upon an analysis concerned w ith the 
processes leading to the creation of disability ... and struggles based on reflections of the 
experience of disablement (or our conscious reflections on living with an impairment in a
disabling world and interpreting the state of disability as a psycho-social experience)" 
(Finkelstein, 1996: 3).
Having considered the definitions of disablement, disability and impairment, it becomes 
clear that these definitions are not contradictory or mutually exclusive. Disablement is the state 
of being disabled. Disability is an umbrella term that explains how people may be disadvantaged 
and excluded from mainstream activities. The experience of disability may be due to  a variety of 
factors such as economic, social, etc. One of the factors that may result in disability is 
impairment. If the contemporary organisation of our world took into account people with 
impairments, then impairments would not result in disability. However, as this is often not the 
case, impairment can be one of the factors that create disability. The thrust o f this study is 
disability, w ith a particular focus on impairment. To better understand the nuances of the 
definitions it is important to review the two models that have emerged in the articulation of 
conflicting definitions of impairment and disability.
Medical and Social models of disability
The medical model is the traditional model o f disability, which sees the disadvantage 
experienced by disabled people as a consequence of their individual impairments. This model is 
also sometimes called the individual or personal tragedy model as it focuses on the individual 
disabled person and on the negative experience of impairment (Gibson & Depoy, 2000). Under 
the medical model, disability is caused by impairment and the solution, therefore, is to  "cure" 
the impairment. However, according to the medical model, when a cure is not possible, disabled 
people must be treated in an effort to make them more "normal" otherwise they are seen as 
dependent, weak, a "problem" and a drain on society's resources. Disabled people are therefore 
expected to cooperate with all medical procedures recommended by doctors, regardless of their 
efficacy and desirability, in an attempt to  reduce the "burden" on society (Borsay, 2005). 
Finkelstein's experience of rehabilitation in the 1960s was that if cure was not possible, the 
medical profession became almost obsessed with the aim of enabling disabled people's 
functioning to be brought as close as possible to that of non-disabled people, rather than 
accepting that some people would be best served by using wheelchairs or other aids to  enable
them to function differently but effectively. Finkelstein recalls "endless soul-destroying hours at 
Stoke Mandeville Hospital trying to  approximate to  able-bodied standards by 'walking' with 
callipers and crutches" (Oliver 1996 cited in Borsay 2005: 60). This demonstrates how medical 
treatment and rehabilitation were imposed on disabled people in a way which was oppressive 
and disempowering.
This experience of oppression and disempowerment led to the conceptualisation of the 
social model o f disability. It gradually became apparent that disabled people were limited more 
by the oppressive attitudes and actions of those "caring" for them than by their impairments 
(Campbell & Oliver, 1996; Oliver, 1990). According to the social model o f disability people are 
disabled by a society that oppresses and discriminates against people with impairments. This 
oppression and discrimination occurs because society is geared to the needs of people w ithout 
impairments and presents physical, organisational and attitudinal barriers which disable people 
w ith impairments. The social model thus puts the responsibility for the exclusion and 
disadvantage faced by disabled people firm ly on to  society and focuses on removing or 
minimising social and environmental barriers to  enable social, physical and leisure participation 
(Aitchison, 2003; Darcy, 1998; Gibson & Depoy, 2000; Larkin, Alston, Middleton, & Wilson, 2001; 
McKercher & Du Gros, 2003; Shaw & Coles, 2004). Thus disabled people are excluded and 
disadvantaged not by their impairments but by the fact that society does not take account of 
their needs.
The social model o f disability offers a more empowering way to  explain and address the 
difficulties faced by disabled people and has thus become widely used both by disabled people 
themselves and by those wishing to address discrimination and oppression. However, this 
widespread adoption is inherently prone to misunderstanding and misinterpretation (Barnes, 
Oliver, & Barton, 2002; Finkelstein, 2001; Rae, 1996; Shakespeare, 2006). This has been 
attributed to a lack of understanding of the basis of the social model and of the fundamental 
and theoretical difference between disability and impairment (Rae, 1996).
To understand this debate, it is necessary to  recognise the limitations o f the social 
model, which has one principal purpose to  focus on the ways in which people w ith impairments 
are disabled by the external social and physical environment. The social model does not seek to
provide an explanation or analysis o f the total experience of disabled people. Finkelstein warns 
that "...focusing on experiences rather than the causes of disability is the surest way to return to 
the confusion between impairment and disability that bedevilled the medical model of 
disability" (Finkelstein, 1996: 3). In order to promote inclusion and equality by achieving societal 
change, it is necessary to focus not on the individual experiences of disabled people but on the 
barriers "out there" in society, which disadvantage disabled people and which can start to  be 
dismantled once the nature of the discrimination and oppression caused by these barriers is 
recognised (Finkelstein, 1996). Barnes stresses that the social model should focus on physical 
and societal barriers that can be removed rather than biological facts (impairments) that cannot 
change (Barnes, 1996).
Thomas also suggests that the social model can be used in a "social relational" sense or 
in a "proprietary" sense (Thomas, 1999: 40-41). Thomas explains that the UPIAS definition of the 
social model embodies a social relational approach that "disability = the social imposition of 
restriction of activities on impaired people" and thus "disability expresses an unequal social 
relationship between those who are impaired and those who are unimpaired" (Thomas, 1999: 
40). By contrast, the "proprietary" approach means that "disability is a property o f the person 
with im pairm ent... (disability = restrictions of activity experienced by people w ith impairment). 
Disability is then causally attributed to social factors" (Thomas, 1999: 40-41). The issue w ith this 
"proprietary" version of the social model is that it makes disability a personal issue and seeks to 
"find" a social cause of any restriction experienced by a person with impairments, in some cases 
regardless of whether such a restriction has a social cause or an impairment related cause. It 
also implies an automatic assumption that all people w ith impairments experience disability. 
The social relational model is therefore a more realistic and theoretically satisfactory 
interpretation of the social model, which will be used from now on in this thesis.
The interplay between these notions undermines the integrity o f the social model and 
creates confusion about the definition of disability (Thomas, 1999, 2004). Bury points out that 
presuming that all restrictions of activity experienced by people w ith impairments are socially 
caused is irrational and it is a bias inherent in the social model (Bury, 1996). It has been 
important for social modellists to  revalidate the soundness of the social model by recognising 
that only some of the restrictions faced by disabled people are a result o f a disabling society;
others result directly from impairment. Morris further stresses the point: "Separating out 
'impairment' (that is, the functional limitations of our bodies and minds) from 'disability' (that is, 
the disabling barriers of unequal access and negative attitudes) is the cornerstone of what is 
known as the social model o f disability" (Morris, 2001: 2).
While the discourse on the experience of impairment is important, there are concerns 
about discussing impairment and impairment effects (Crow, 1996; Morris, 2001). Morris (2001) 
points out that the ability to separate disability from impairment should enable us to  examine 
and discuss impairment properly. However, any focus on impairment and impairment effects 
needs to be handled delicately as there is always a danger of people's prejudices being affirmed, 
namely that impairment seriously compromises quality o f life and can even justify depriving 
disabled people of life itself by some form of "mercy killing" (Crow, 1996; Morris, 2001). The 
problem is that non-disabled people may revert to  the view that the disadvantage experienced 
by disabled people is, after all, a consequence of their impairments rather than discrimination 
and oppression. Shakespeare also articulates this aptly: "to mention biology, to  admit pain, to  
confront our impairments... has been to  risk the oppressors seizing on evidence that disability is 
really about physical lim itation after all" (Shakespeare 1992: 40, cited in Hughes and Paterson 
1997: 328). However, while impairment itself is an objective term, the view of impairment as a 
personal tragedy, or the view that people w ith impairments are inferior, are in fact social 
constructs (Crow, 1996). Also, the way disabled people view their impairments may change at 
different times and in different circumstances, such that "...the experiences and history o f our 
impairments ... join our experience of disability and other aspects of our lives to  form a 
complete sense of ourselves" (Crow, 1996: 60).
Considering these definitions, my view is that it is important to acknowledge the 
experiences of people with disabilities. Disability is a result o f disabling conditions within our 
society that can lead to marginalisation and reduced participation in mainstream activities. 
Disabling barriers can be attributed to environmental, attitudinal, economic and other factors, 
such as impairment. This study examines disability w ith a particular focus on the experiences of 
disabled people which result from, or are the effects of, impairment rather than discrimination 
and oppression. This approach provides a framework to  better understand these experiences 
and also serves to explain the tourism constraints o f people with disabilities.
1.1.2 DISABILITY, TOURISM AND TECHNOLOGY
People w ith disabilities have the desire to  travel like everybody else. However, the fact 
that many tourism organisations have not yet designed and used systems that address the 
requirements of people with disabilities effectively to  generate acceptance indicates that their 
development entails multiple challenges (Curran, Walters, & Robinson, 2007; Darcy & 
Daruwalla, 1999; Pühretmair, 2004; Ray & Ryder, 2003; Turco, Stumbo, & Garncarz, 1998). 
While some of the challenges are generic and the tourism industry has faced them in many 
different cases, w ith regard to accessible tourism these challenges are enhanced and intensified. 
There are issues with procuring, developing and distributing accessibility information from the 
market side as well as barriers to consuming the information from the users' side.
For instance, interoperability is considered essential fo r the cooperation of the various 
stakeholders w ithin the tourism system in order to effectively promote and supply tourism 
products and services to customers (Fodor & Werthner, 2004; Nayar & Beldona, 2010). Only 
then can the tourism experience be successfully supported by all the involved tourism vendors 
from customers' origin to destination. However, tourism is not homogenous, but rather exists by 
the compilation of more than 30 other identified sectors such as education, agriculture and 
sports (Sheldon, 1997). The very essence of tourism lies within the network it consists of. All 
these sectors, however, have a different scope of service and therefore use different systems, 
which makes interoperability critical for the very creation of the tourism product (Kanellopoulos 
& Panagopoulos, 2008). There is also a huge variation in the size of tourism companies. The bulk 
o f tourism organisations comprises of small and medium enterprises (SMEs) that compete 
together w ith the vast and well-established brands. The implication of this is that all these 
organisations have disproportionate growth and the capital invested in technical infrastructure 
varies significantly (DiSabatino, 2002). The differences can be traced in multiple areas, such as 
the type of technology deployment, system architecture and information structure (Fodor & 
Werthner, 2004). Even similar services (e.g. accommodation) are supported by considerably 
dissimilar system designs creating a cooperation barrier for a variety o f stakeholders within the 
tourism value chain. Hence, all elements of the tourism industry operate different systems as 
their scale and scope of service vary significantly.
still, the need to  assure interoperability among these diverse systems is immense in 
order to enable destinations to provide and disseminate seamless accessibility information to a 
range of stakeholders, including both industry and end users (travellers). Interoperability is 
critical for creating an accessibility path, i.e. the interlinking of all accessible products and 
services required. Therefore, interconnecting value chain elements of the tourism industry and 
creating an accessibility path among accessible components will be critical fo r providing 
accessible tourism experiences. Several attempts have been made by major industry players to 
provide standardisation guidelines for compiling information about accessible facilities, 
including the Hotel Electronic Network Association (HEDNA) and activehotels.com checklists, but 
the adoption rate has been very slow. A comparative analysis o f the database structure of three 
major European Accessibility Schemes, namely Visit Britain, Toegankelijk Vlaanderen Bureau and 
Association Nationale pour le Logement des Personnes Handicapées, revealed that there are 
over 1,200 different fields describing accessible tourism supply. Additionally, not more than ten 
per cent o f the fields were found in common (Vos & Michopoulou, 2006). Hence, 
interoperability is critical to supporting the major players being able to interoperate and provide 
inclusive and holistic information.
Information has been called the "lifeblood" of tourism (Sheldon, 1993) because the 
intangibility o f the product sets information as an essential prerequisite for travelling. With 
regard to disabled travellers, information is even more critical because the detail, depth and 
type of information determine the very decision to  engage in travel (Darcy, 1998). Hence, to 
enable disabled travellers to  participate in tourism, the integration of different types of content 
is essential to fulfil a range of information requirements; on the one hand there is a need for 
generic tourism information like any other able-bodied traveller, and on the other hand there is 
a need fo r accessibility-specific information (Eichhorn, Miller, Michopoulou, & Buhalis, 2008). 
Generic tourism content can be obtained from Destination Management Organisations (DMOs), 
local authorities, travel guides, etc. Tourism suppliers (e.g. hotels, restaurants) may occasionally 
provide some sort of accessibility information regarding their respective facilities. Accessibility- 
specific information can usually be retrieved from disability-related organisations, charities and 
accessibility schemes. However, the required information is scattered across a wide range of 
organisations making the information gathering process fo r the disabled traveller d ifficult and 
time-consuming (Cavinato & Cuckovich, 1992; Darcy, 1998).
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Another complication is that each type of disability has different extents and therefore 
requires different detail of accessibility information. People w ith a low degree of impairment 
have minimal accessibility information requirements, which are almost similar to  able-bodied 
travellers; however, the higher the degree of disablement, the more detailed accessibility 
information is required (Waschke, 2004). The existing content provided by a wide range of 
organisations varies considerably in terms of detail, accuracy and reliability and perceived 
information quality has a direct effect on system use (D'Ambra, Mistillis, & Frew, 2005). It has 
also been claimed that the provision of specialised and detailed accessibility information tends 
to be inadequate the higher the level of accessibility requirements (M iller & Kirk, 2002). The lack 
of comprehensive information provision regarding available and accessible travel and tourism 
opportunities is apparent in most countries (Bi, Card, & Cole, 2007; Pühretmair, 2004). 
Accessibility information, when available, is very fragmented and unevenly distributed within 
different geographical areas. The accessibility content can reflect coverage areas that range 
from national, regional, city or even facility levels (Michopoulou et al., 2007). The available 
content is also to  be found in different languages and formats, setting an extra burden to  the 
integration process that will enable reliability and consistency.
Even if accessibility information exists, it needs to  be accessible in itself. There are also 
issues with the accessibility o f that information as, fo r instance, the design of many websites 
entail hurdles for visually impaired and assistive technology users (Russell, 2003; Slatin, 2001) 
(as well as mobile and PDA users). There seems to be a negative correlation between 
accessibility information and website accessibility as the more generic the content is the more 
inaccessible the website is. Unless a website is targeting a disabled audience, accessibility does 
not appear to  be a major parameter considered in the development process (Williams et al., 
2006; Michopoulou et al., 2007).
Organisations, in order to  increase their overall value (Chin & Gopal, 1995) and profit 
(Cooper, Watson, Wixom, & Goodhue, 2000), focus on the customers through personalisation to 
generate individualised content for each customer (Greer & Murtaza, 2003). Travellers normally 
have a wide range of requirements and preferences and this has created the need for travel 
recommender systems (Ricci & Delgado, 2004). These may range from the preferred hotel chain 
to  the language that the information should be presented in (Pierrakos et al., 2003). Hence,
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personalisation allows internet users to specify their requirements and interests in order to 
access the required information in the desirable format. People with disabilities have 
personalisation requirements that relate to the type of their disability, and they need to be able 
to  personalise their travel information search according to  their needs. A blind person may 
therefore search only for places that have Braille displays while a full-time wheelchair user may 
require information only for the fully accessible hotels. Hence, personalisation needs to  cater for 
all different types of impairments (Paciello, 2000). The actual need for personalisation, however, 
is focused in filtering the information according to degree of disability. For instance, a mobility 
impaired person using a stick will be able to select a preferred tourism venue from a significant 
number of options ranging from almost inaccessible to totally accessible venues. Personalisation 
in this case is required to narrow down the available options. However, a tétraplégie full-time 
wheelchair user has limited options due to the high level of venue accessibility required. 
Personalisation is then needed to  ensure that the search results include only the venues that 
actually meet the requirements for the high level of accessibility. Therefore, personalisation 
should act as a decision support mechanism by narrowing down available options as well as a 
verification mechanism by assuring requirements and system/content f it  (Greer & Murtaza, 
2003; Shuk Ying & Kar Yan, 2005).
1.2. PROBLEM STATEMENT AND RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
The development of an information system is often a long and complicated process. 
Satisfying the requirements of the target users is one of the primary factors in order to  be 
considered successful. Disability seems to  generate requirements that the industry has not yet 
adequately addressed. While incorporating user requirements in system development has been 
elaborated in the literature and systems' acceptance has been studied systematically, the 
relationship between disabled user requirements and acceptance has not yet been sufficiently 
exploited. The aims of the present study are to identify the requirements fo r an accessible 
tourism system and also examine the role of disability in an accessible tourism system's 
acceptance. Hence, this study's objectives are to:
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■ identify content and usability requirements for an accessible tourism system; and
■ examine the relationship between disability and an accessible tourism system's 
acceptance.
Once the objectives of this study have been satisfied, the results could inform both 
academia and the industry about the importance and relevance of the issues elaborated, 
including disabled user requirements, specific content and usability requirements, and end-user 
acceptance.
1.3. CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY
This study aims to  enhance existing knowledge regarding the content and usability 
requirements of people w ith disabilities and provide insights into the relationship between 
disability and technology acceptance in the context of the tourism web.
This study contributes to  the accessible tourism literature by identifying factors (key 
requirements) that would influence technology adoption and assess how the presence of these 
requirements has an effect on the perceptions of technology outcomes. In the literature 
surveyed, this type of research has not been carried out extensively, particularly in relation to 
whether the presence of requirements will have any influence on an accessible tourism system's 
acceptance. User acceptance has been investigated using multiple constructs that do not involve 
user requirements and in particular those of the disabled population. Hence, to understand and 
explain the concept of acceptance adequately, the relationship between user requirements and 
acceptance needs to be explicit. By studying these factors I hope to  provide valuable insight to 
researchers for developing systems w ith a richer set o f requirements that can improve 
technology acceptance.
The contribution to technology acceptance literature lies in conceptualising disability as 
a moderating factor. In all these years of research on technology acceptance, numerous 
constructs have been deployed and tested with the sole purpose of better predicting system 
use. This process has proven valuable in terms of identifying variables of interest as well as 
factors that mediate/moderate relationships between the different constructs within the 
particular contexts o f use. However, disability has yet to be considered as a potential influential
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factor. Hence, this study extends our understanding of the technology acceptance field by 
conceptualising and operationalising disability within the technology acceptance framework and 
produces seven different models fo r different types of impairment that better predict 
behavioural intention to use accessible tourism systems.
1.4. STRUCTURE OF THE STUDY
Chapter One: Introduction to the Study presents the research area, describes the 
problem statement as well as the research objectives, demonstrates the contribution of the 
study and provides an overview of the structure of the thesis.
Chapter Two: Accessible tourism and User Requirements first introduces the concept of 
accessible tourism looking at the dimensions of disability to explain impairment and the 
implications fo r tourism consumption. Then, it examines user requirements from an IS point of 
view and elaborates on the role o f end-user involvement in a system development process. It 
also discusses traditional and agile system development methodologies and problems that may 
inhibit the process of eliciting requirements from the users.
Chapter Three: Disability and User Requirements introduces the concept o f "Design for 
all" for removing barriers to  tourism participation as it applies to accessible tourism and 
Information Communication Technologies (ICTs). It explains how impairments complicate the 
interaction with and utilisation of ICTs. Then it looks at the stakeholders fo r building technology 
for people w ith disabilities and finally it contextualises the requirements elicitation difficulties as 
elaborated in the previous chapter within the accessible tourism context.
Chapter Four: User Acceptance draws paradigms from three different bodies of 
literature (IS, disability and tourism) to  associate user acceptance with disability in the tourism 
context. Having reviewed multiple constructs used in past research on acceptance, a new 
framework is developed that incorporates primary disabled user requirements when attempting 
to  explain acceptance.
Chapter Five: Methodology and Methods acquaints the reader w ith the methodology 
and methods deployed to  conduct the present study. There is an explanation for the type of 
investigation selected. The objectives of the study are presented as well as the secondary and
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primary data collection methods deployed to satisfy the abovementioned objectives. Data 
collection is performed in three consecutive phases, utilising both qualitative and quantitative 
approaches.
Chapter Six: Results presents the findings of the focus groups, usability testing and 
survey. Focus group results are analysed using thematic analysis and convey disabled end-user 
requirements as well as requirements of relevant stakeholders of designing technology for the 
disabled population. Usability testing results pinpoint content and interface requirements and 
provide the basis for the development of a framework that will examine acceptance. Survey 
results shed light on the relationship between disability and user acceptance.
Chapter Seven: Discussion and Conclusion elaborates on the results and conveys the 
meaning of disabled end-user and stakeholder requirements for technology development. It 
also illustrates the relationships within the framework used and demonstrates to what extent 
the variables used are suitable to explain technology acceptance. Finally, it highlights the study's 
contributions, strengths and limitations and provides suggestions for future research.
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2.1 INTRODUCTION
This chapter consists o f two sections. First, it introduces the concept of accessible 
tourism. To do so, it elaborates on the social model o f disability and how it underlines the 
approach adopted in the thesis then it looks at the dimensions of disability to  explain 
impairment and the implications for tourism consumption. Further, it elaborates on the tourism 
system and the inherent complexities o f creating and consuming tourism products w ith a 
particular focus on accessibility. It then elaborates on the demand for accessibility and the 
variability o f travellers w ith access needs who have a wide range of abilities/disabilities. The 
complexity of understanding the users includes recognising that an individual's impairment may 
mean that an individual has multiple dimensions of access that require multiple levels of 
accessibility for social participation. The second section examines user requirements from an IS 
point o f view. It argues for user participation in the IS development process to enable successful 
system design and improve the requirements elicitation. It also discusses traditional and agile 
system development methodologies and demonstrates that the latter may be a more 
appropriate approach to  developing accessible tourism systems due to the emphasis on 
individuals and their interactions and collaboration w ith customers. Finally, it looks at problems 
that inhibit the process of eliciting requirements from the users.
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2.2 ACCESSIBLE TOURISM
2.2.1 THE SOCIAL MODEL OF DISABILITY WITHIN THE TOURISM CONTEXT
The social model defines disability as a product of the socially constructed disabling 
environment and prevailing hostile social attitudes that oppress, exclude and marginalise people 
from social participation (Oliver, 1990, 1996). The defining element of the social model lies in 
the ways in which society is organised, fo r example economic, social, cultural, transport and 
leisure services. This social organisation is discriminatory because it is based on a non-disabled 
interpretation of what is "normal". The social model views disability as having a social dimension 
and regards impairment as part of human diversity. These socially constructed barriers affect an 
individual's social participation, create disability on top of impairment and discriminate against a 
person because of their impairment. The social model stresses that disability should not be 
regarded as a deviance from the norm but should be celebrated as part of the spectrum of 
human diversity (Barnes, 2012). In doing so, the social model rejects the notion that people with 
disabilities are in some inherent way "defective" from the "benchmarked yet elusive norm" 
(Buhalis & Darcy, 2011: 28). Therefore, "disabled people" are a result of the way that society has 
socially constructed the environment and the resultant disabilities are a product o f socially 
constructed barriers that exclude or segregate people with impairments from participation in 
mainstream social activities.
Disability advocates argue that disability is imposed on top of their impairment not 
because of their impairment but due to  socially constructed barriers and attitudes (Barnes, 
Mercer, & Shakespeare, 1999). A person with an impairment may not experience disability if 
enabling environments are developed through the incorporation of economic, political and 
social structures (Swain, Finkelstein, French, & Oliver, 2004). Instead of the "fault" residing in 
the individual, the disability becomes part o f the social constraints imposed on those with 
impairments through the lack of inclusive, accessible built environments, transport, service 
attitudes and employment practices (Buhalis, Darcy, & Ambrose, 2012). These discriminatory 
environments constrain the citizenship of people with disabilities generally as well as in a 
tourism context (Darcy & Taylor, 2009; Goodall, 2006; Pühretmair, 2004). Hence, the purpose of 
this model is to enable a more positive understanding of the parameters of living w ith a
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disability and to reconfigure the environment accordingly; since disability is socially constructed 
then there is bound to  be a social solution. According to  a Eurobarometer study (Europeia, 
2001) 97% of Europeans state that something should be done to  ensure better integration of 
people w ith disabilities into society. In a tourism context, disability awareness training has 
proven to be an effective practice for tourism-related organisations (Daruwalla & Darcy, 2005).
World Health Organization (WHO) and ICF
To better understand what it means to  live w ith a disability, it is important to look at the 
International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF) framework. The WHO 
revised the classification system during the 1990s to  bridge the gap between the medical and 
social models (World Health Organization, 1980, 1997, 2001). Through the development of a 
universal classification system, they seeked to establish a common language for the area and 
provide a scientific basis for comparative data collection. The resulting ICF framework is used to 
define, understand and operationalise the concept of disablement. Its purpose is not 
categorisation; rather it portrays the living condition of the individual w ithin a context o f health- 
related areas. In effect, it refers to all people and examines conditions that can be viewed either 
as enablers or impediments in a physical, social and attitudinal context (ICF International 
Classification of Functioning Disability and Health, 2001).
The framework is used to  describe the situations w ith regard to  human functioning and 
its restrictions and is divided into two major parts. The first one looks at body functions and 
structures as well as activities and participation. Body functions are the physiological functions 
o f body systems (including psychological functions) and body structures refer to anatomical 
parts o f the body such as organs, limbs and their components. The component o f activities and 
participation covers the wide-ranging list of domains related to  aspects of functioning from both 
an individual as well as a societal perspective. The second part of the framework takes 
environmental and personal components into consideration as they interact w ith the 
individual's health conditions and determine the level and extent of the individual's functioning. 
All components in both parts can be expressed in positive and negative terms. Further, each 
component consists o f various domains. In order to  describe an individual's situation, the most 
appropriate category is selected and numeric codes are added to  each category, thereby
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specifying the degree of functioning or disability or extent to which environmental factors act as 
facilitators or barriers. Table 1 provides an overview of how the ICF organises health-related 
components into two parts.
T a b le  1: The International Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF) framework
Part 1: Functionina and Disability Part 2: Contextual Factors
Components Body Functions and Structures
Activities and 
Participation
Environmental
Factors Personal Factors
Domains
Body functions 
Body structures
Life areas (tasks, 
actions)
External influences 
on functioning and 
disability
Internal influences 
on functioning and 
disability
Constructs
Change in body 
functions 
(physiological)
Change in body 
functions 
(anatomical)
Capacity
Executing tasks in 
a standard 
environment
Performance.
Executing tasks in 
a current 
environment
Facilitating or 
hindering impact of 
features of the 
physical, social and 
attitudinal world
Impact of 
attributes of the 
person
Positive aspects
Functional and 
structural integrity
Activities.
Participation Facilitators Not applicable
Functioning
Negative aspects
Impairment Activity limitation Barriers/
hindrances Not applicableDisability
Source: ICF, 2001
The ICF model attempts to  integrate different perspectives of health from biological, 
individual and social standpoints. The individual's functioning in a specific domain is an 
interaction or complex relationship between the health condition and contextual factors 
(environmental and personal factors).
One of the main advantages of the ICF model is that it provides a definitional framework 
that derives from a holistic conceptualisation of disability (Ustun et al., 2003; World Health 
Organization, 2001). It provides a conceptual basis where internationally different organisations 
can understand, define and assess disability seamlessly. The framework has also been accepted 
by professionals as well as by people w ith disabilities (Dahl, 2002; Hemmingsson & Jonsson,
2 0
2005; Schuntermann, 2005). With its focus on how people live, it is universally relevant to all 
people regardless of gender, culture or stage in their lifespan. The shift o f focal point from the 
individual to  the environment divulges that disability is a universal, neutral and 
multidimensional phenomenon. Criticism of the ICF model, however, focuses on the fact that it 
does not examine the interaction between the individual and the environment; instead it aims 
to  distinguish whether the environment acts as an enabler or an impediment. Flence, the 
context o f the physical environment is clearer than the social environment, benefiting more 
persons with physical problems (Chapireau, 2005). The utilisation of this framework assists 
mutual understanding of the concept, reduces stigma related to  disability and underlines the 
need to  consider the social aspects of disability (Van Brakel & Officer, 2008).
2.2.2 DIMENSIONS OF DISABILITY
There is a wide spectrum of impairments and resulting difficulties, as identified by the 
ICF. There are different types and degrees of disablement between the tw o ends of the disability 
scale as seen by the medical model: the able-bodied and people w ith permanent and incurable 
conditions. Disablement does not refer to a concrete concept or condition; it takes different 
forms including mobility, sensory and communication impairments, intellectual impairments 
and hidden impairments. These impairments may be inherent from birth or acquired during 
someone's lifetime as a result of accidents, illnesses and ageing. Table 2 demonstrates the 
dimensions of disability.
2 1
Table 2: Dimensions of disability
Type of 
impairment
Description Difficulties in one of more of the following  
areas:
Mobility
impairments
Varying levels of physical 
mobility restrictions, affecting 
legs, feet, back, neck, arms or 
hands
physical and motor tasks 
independent movements 
performing basic life functions
Sensory
impairments
Capacity to see is limited or 
absent
Completely deaf or hard of 
hearing
reduced performance in tasks requiring 
clear vision
difficulties with written communication 
difficulties with understanding 
information presented visually 
reduced performance in tasks requiring 
sharp hearing
difficulties with oral communication 
difficulties in understanding audibly 
presented information
Communication
impairments
Limited, impaired or delayed 
capacities to use expressive 
and/or receptive language
general speech capabilities, such as 
articulation
problems with conveying, understanding 
or using spoken, written or symbolic 
language
In te llec tua l/
mental
impairments
Lifelong illnesses with multiple 
aetiologies that result in a 
behavioural disorder
slower rate of learning 
disorganised patterns of learning 
difficulties with adaptive behaviour 
difficulties understanding abstract 
concepts
limited control of cognitive functioning 
problems with sensory, motor and 
speech skills
restricted basic life functions
Hidden
impairments
Variety of illnesses heart problems
blood pressure or circulation problems
breathing difficulties
problems with stomach, liver or kidneys
problems controlling the level of sugar in
the blood (diabetes)
disorder of the central nervous systems
(epilepsy)
Source: Eichhorn, Buhalis, Michopoulou, & M iller (2005)
Mobility impairment refers to "the inability o f a person to use one or more of his/her 
extremities, or a lack of strength to  walk, grasp, or lift objects. The use of a wheelchair, crutches, 
or a walker may be utilized to aid in mobility" (UCP, 2005). People w ith mobility impairments 
have difficulties in one or more of the following areas: physical and motor tasks, independent 
movements or performing basic life functions (Department o f Education, 2005; Householder, 
2001).
Sensory impairments may include hearing and visual impairments. Hearing impairments 
can range from a partial hearing loss to  total deafness. People with hearing impairments often 
use their residual hearing and lip-read when communicating face-to-face. People w ith total
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deafness may use sign language or lip-read, and may speak for themselves or use a sign 
language interpreter (UCP, 2005). A visual impairment refers to  partial or total inability to  see. 
Visual impairment can take several forms, including the inability to  see images clearly and 
distinctly, loss of visual field, inability to detect small changes in brightness, colour blindness and 
sensitivity to  light. A cane or guide dog may be used to  assist w ith mobility and/or Braille may be 
used to read (UCP, 2005).
Communication impairment includes speech impairments that range from problems 
with articulation or voice strength to complete loss of voice. People w ith speech impairments 
may have difficulty in projection, articulation and fluency. Some people w ith speech 
impairments may use assistive devices or an interpreter to  communicate (UCP, 2005).
Intellectual/mental impairment is defined as "a state of arrested or incomplete 
development of mind which includes significant impairment of intelligence and social 
functioning and is associated with aggressive or seriously irresponsible conduct on the part of 
the person concerned". People with intellectual/mental impairments have limited capacity to 
reason, understand and learn and this can result in restricted basic life functions (Department of 
Education, 2005; UCP, 2005).
Hidden impairments include diabetes, epilepsy, heart problems, blood pressure or 
circulation problems, breathing difficulties and problems with the stomach, liver or kidneys 
(Eichhorn et al., 2005). These problems might result in limited strength, vitality or alertness, 
attention deficit disorders or hyperactivity disorders among many others (Department of 
Education, 2005).
While table 2 is useful from a medical perspective, it does not help w ith increasing social 
participation. There are thousands of disabling conditions that can arise from a variety of 
impairments. However, according to the social model, the focal point should not be on 
impairment but on the identification of disabling environments and the creation of enabling 
strategies to increase social participation (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011). One way of conceptualising a 
social approach to  dimensions of disability is to  focus on the access requirements of people w ith 
impairments. The dimensions of disability provide a basis on which to  create more enabling 
environments fo r people w ith impairments to  participate in all social activities.
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2.2.3 THE TOURISM SYSTEM AND DISABILITY - ACCESSIBILITY NEEDS
Disability issues complicate tourism consumption particularly due to  the concepts of 
intangibility, perishability and inseparability that characterise tourism products and services 
(Cooper, Fletcher, Fyall, Gilbert, & Wanhill, 2008; Cooper, Fletcher, Gilbert, & Wanhill, 1993). 
Intangibility implies that the product cannot be tested prior to  consumption and hence can only 
be evaluated after consumption (Middleton, Fyall, & Morgan, 2009). For people w ith disabilities, 
and particularly those w ith higher access needs, alternative options in case of dissatisfaction 
may not be available. For instance, if accommodation is not accessible for a wheelchair user, 
finding a replacement at the destination may not even be possible, and the amount of effort 
potentially needed for finding one may deter them from booking altogether. Perishability means 
that service products cannot be stored for sale on a future occasion, and therefore revenue 
cannot be recovered (Beech & Chadwick, 2006). Extending the customer base to include people 
with disabilities can potentially address seasonality and perishability issues. Finally, 
inseparability means that in tourism, the product is produced and consumed simultaneously 
(Cooper et al., 2008). The tourism product consists of an amalgam of tourism services provided 
by different companies and the customer as part o f the production process (Fyall & Garrod, 
2005; Middleton et al., 2009). The simultaneous process of production and consumption can 
lead to  discrepancies between customers' perceived experiences with the tourism product 
(Kotler, Bowen, & Makens, 2003; Ryan, 2002). Thus, inseparability can lead to  different 
embodiments of tourism experiences. For people with disabilities, the embodiment o f tourism 
experiences assumes a role in the production process which is often limited or even restricted 
due to a number of barriers in tourism participation. To further understand the nature of 
tourism, it is important to look at the tourism system and its inherent complexities as it links 
with the access needs of people w ith disabilities.
The tourism industry is a complex system of independent providers that aim to  serve 
the individual tourists. To serve tourists, a variety of stakeholders are involved who often have 
conflicting needs and interests in the industry. The entire tourism system is defined by five 
elements: a traveller-generating region, a destination region, a transit region, a travel and 
tourism industry as well as the external environment (Leiper, 1995, 2003). Figure 1 illustrates the 
framework that provides an overview of the tourism system based on the prior work o f Leiper
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(2003) and Buhalis (2003), which also incorporates customers' information needs. These exist 
alongside the system, starting from the pre-travel stage, continuing through the actual travel 
phase (transit and time spent at the destination) and extending to  the post-trip period. 
Throughout all travel stages, customers have particular information needs that have to  be 
fulfilled in order to  deliver tourism products and services.
With the focus on tourism products and services, the framework also includes the key 
elements essential for analysing destination regions known as the six "A's" (Amenities, 
Attractions, Ancillary services. Activities, Available tourism packages and Accessibility) (Buhalis, 
2003). These "A's" represent the destinations' amalgam within the destination region including 
amenities (e.g. hotels and restaurants), attractions (e.g. museums), ancillary services (i.e. health 
care) and activities. Available tourism packages are offered by travel agencies, tour operators or 
other intermediaries. Tourism information is offered by all active stakeholders in the system and 
often brought together and promoted by Destination Marketing Organisations (DMOs). A 
number of disability organisations also provide tourist information in terms of accessible 
destination sites and venues, which is incorporated into this model (Eichhorn, Miller, 
Michopoulou, & Buhalis, 2008). Accessibility in this framework does not only refer to  the 
transport element o f the system but also interacts w ith all aspects of the customers' 
information need chain.
Figure 1 illustrates the interplay of accessibility with physical access (transit and 
destination) and access to information (customers' information need chain). While it highlights 
the need fo r physical access as well as access to information w ithin the tourism industry, 
barriers to  access are complex and should not be reduced to  physical, environmental and 
informational constructs. For instance, it is important to  acknowledge that all sectors in the 
tourism system need to work towards dismantling negative attitudes that are a major barrier to 
tourism participation fo r individuals with a disability.
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Figure 1: The tourism system and accessibility
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Access requirements are needed in all parts of the tourism system (generating region to 
the transit-destination region) and all sectors of the industry. Therefore, accessible information 
is used to describe facilities or amenities to assist people with disabilities to make informed 
decisions on the suitability of these facilities. Accessibility requirements vary depending on the 
dimensions of access, level of support needs and the adaptive/assistive equipment used.
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2.2.4 UNDERSTANDING THE TRAVELLER WITH DISABILITY
Inclusive design and information provision does not only improve the accessibility and 
usability fo r people w ith disabilities, but also makes tourism in general more approachable for a 
wider range of the population (Buhalis et al., 2012; Darcy, 2010; Pühretmair, 2004). Information 
on accessibility can be useful to all citizens and in particular people w ith different types of 
impairments and the elderly population (Gerlin, 2006; Morris, Mueller, & Jones, 2010). Hence, a 
service offering information on accessibility can support a variety o f target customers. Some 
people may have a greater level of accessibility needs fo r a limited period of time (pregnancy, 
broken limb, etc.), whereas others have accessibility requirements throughout their entire life. 
Everyone has specific individual requirements due to different abilities thus it is a 
heterogeneous market segment, which entails a series of different user groups. By looking 
specifically at people with impairments as well as the elderly population, seven main clusters 
can be identified (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011; Buhalis & Michopoulou, 2011):
mobility impairments; 
vision impairments; 
hearing impairments; 
speech impairments; 
cognitive impairments; 
hidden impairments; and 
the elderly.
The dimensions for access provide a focus for enabling environments and social 
participation. The complexity of understanding the users includes recognising that the 
individual's impairment may mean that an individual has multiple dimensions of access, which 
require multiple levels of accessibility for social participation (Buhalis et al., 2012; Goodley 2012; 
Small, Darcy, & Packer, 2012). For example, a person w ith an impairment like cerebral palsy may 
have a mobility restriction and use a wheelchair or crutches, while they may also have a 
communication restriction through an associated speech impairment fo r which they use a 
communication board. Depending on their level o f independence with personal care, they may 
also travel w ith an attendant. This person requires an accessible physical environment as well as
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assistive technologies and social policy inclusions (Darcy, 2002). This person's access 
requirements are different from a person with arthritis who has a basic requirement for a 
continuous pathway that includes handrails to assist in weight bearing, seats to provide resting 
areas, universal handles on doorways and taps to assist with reduced dexterity (Darcy, 2002).
The continuum of ability
People with disabilities might travel alone or in the company of able-bodied assistants, 
friends or family members. This illustrates the real market size for accessibility. Figure 2 
demonstrates key variations of demand types for people with disabilities and the elderly 
population that require accessibility (Buhalis & Michopoulou, 2011). The elderly, who have low 
to moderate access needs, make up the majority o f the whole range of those with any sort of 
access need. All accessibility requirements represent a continuum. The demand types identified 
and illustrated have different levels of requirements ranging from profound, severe to low and 
mild (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011). It is the understanding of the type and level of requirements that 
needs to derive the development of products and services that can satisfy this particular type of 
demand. Although inclusive design can address the vast majority of the specific needs, 
appreciation of requirements is critical for the development of the right attitudes and services.
Figure 2: Degrees of disablement within types of impairment
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People with all kinds of access requirements represent a combination of challenges and 
opportunities fo r the travel and tourism industry. Serving these segments requires considerable 
effort due to the very different requirements and information needs (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011). 
Therefore, the need fo r inclusive design on the one hand and good market segmentation on the 
other can assist organisations in creating suitable products and services for these groups 
(Buhalis & Michopoulou, 2011). Dividing the accessibility market into distinct user groups with 
similar needs and wants enables tourism professionals to understand what really matters for 
consumers. Hence, they can create unique product offerings and achieve competitive advantage 
through differentiation (Buhalis et al., 2012).
The establishment o f well-defined demand types also has implications in the marketing 
and positioning of destinations and organisations. The higher the access requirements, the more 
attention has to  be paid to certain accessibility criteria (M iller & Kirk, 2002). Individuals with the 
highest accessibility requirement might therefore be better served by specialised providers that 
have a profound knowledge of their high needs. People w ith more moderate needs should be 
served by mainstream providers who have utilised inclusive design in their facilities (Darcy, 
2010). This is mainly due to  two reasons. First, many people who suffer from a temporary 
disability like a broken limb do not often see themselves in need of special services and 
consequently purchase tourism products from mainstream providers (Darcy, 2002). Secondly, 
disabled people with moderate or low access needs do not feel that they should be using 
specialised facilities that may stigmatise them and argue for an inclusive design and service 
(Darcy & Taylor, 2009).
The following section looks at how we can develop systems for accessible tourism. 
Given the fact that the demand for accessible tourism consists o f very diverse groups of people 
with different types and extents of abilities/disabilities, it is important to develop systems that 
can address a wide range of requirements. Thus, the following section looks at three things. 
Firstly, it explains the notion of user requirements and why they are important. Secondly, it 
discusses the role of the user in the system development process, particularly how user 
participation enables better definition of requirements and the participatory focus o f agile 
methodologies. Thirdly, it looks at problems that may inhibit the requirements elicitation 
process.
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2.3 USER REQUIREMENTS IN INFORMATION SYSTEMS RESEARCH
2.3.1 USER REQUIREMENTS DEFINITION AND IMPORTANCE
Requirements analysis has become an essential part o f all development processes, 
especially in the area of complex interactive and distributed systems, including tourism services. 
Requirements provide a description of what a system or a particular piece of software is 
expected to  do and can be classified into two distinct categories:
1. Functional Requirements (behaviour), which describe the functions of the system and 
the expected task it should be able to  perform (Grimshaw & Draper, 2001).
2. Non-Functional Requirements (properties), that describe the assets of the system e.g. 
performance, cost, security, and usability (Amyot, 2003).
With account to numerous studies, the implementation and complexity of a project 
dictate the design the systems engineer will adapt in order to fu lfil the given requirements of 
the process. Waterfall, spiral or agile adaptations are closely related w ith the feasibility analysis 
and target of the system. The accuracy, clear definition and SMART (Specific, Measurable, 
Accurate, Relevant, Time Bound) objectives essentially drive the development time and the 
quality and success of the final outcome. With the final users in mind and proper evaluation of 
their feedback, the functional or non-functional requirements direct the project's target and 
building plan. Features and other components support the end users' requirements on the 
functional level and are associated with the capability of the application to  fu lfil those. The 
accuracy, quality o f service, availability, etc. are typically expected to  provide the means to 
satisfy the functional requirements and are linked to  the performance of the system 
(performance requirements). Quality feedback, observation and discussion as well as 
measurable objectives provide the base of the systems engineers' understanding of the scope of 
the given project and its applications.
Requirements analysis includes elicitation, understanding and representation o f the 
user's need for an interactive system (Dssouli, Som, Vaucher, & Salah, 1999). User requirements 
are important because they convey the expectations of the target users w ith regard to a 
proposed system. Hence, they serve as guidelines for system development to  ensure acceptance
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of the system. Additionally, it has been claimed that direct involvement o f users during the 
design process results in user-friendly and effective products (Bühler & Schmidt, 1993). 
However, it is important to  distinguish between software requirements and the user-centric 
requirements in order to acquire the former from the latter (Gebauer, 2008; Rolland, Souveyet, 
& Ben Ayed, 2003). Hence, the user-centric requirements (functional) are converted into 
specifications (non-functional) for system development (Dssouli, Som, Vaucher, & Salah, 1999). 
Specifications can be either supplemental information to  a program, as in specifying assertions 
about various portions of a program, or can be a complete specification of a program (Burnett, 
2003). A complete specification may be defined as one that contains all the facts about the 
described system, even those that are not defined in the user requirements (Alagar & 
Kourkopoulos, 1994). It is therefore critical to  effectively determine user requirements because 
failure to  adequately gratify and incorporate user requirements into the system development 
process can lead to system failure and rejection (Laudon & Laudon, 2003).
2.3.2 THE ROLE OF END USERS IN THE IS DEVELOPMENT PROCESS
The following section discusses the benefits o f including users in the system development 
process. The direct involvement o f users provides important guidance during the design process 
towards user-friendly and effective products (Bühler & Schmidt, 1993). Studies have shown that 
end-user participation in requirement acquisition (and other stages of the system development 
life cycle) increases the likelihood of success in the implementation of traditional IS (Franz, 1985; 
Franz & Robey, 1984; Hickey & Davis, 2004; Ives & Olson, 1984). Peffers & Gengler (2003a) 
argue for a wide participation of directly involved users in the development of information 
systems to ensure success. Then, this section discusses different system development 
methodologies and looks specifically at agile methodologies due to  the 
participatory/collaborative focus embedded within their philosophy.
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User participation enabling successful IS design
User involvement in the design process is claimed to bring positive outcomes (Beyer & 
Holtzblatt, 1995; Holtzblatt & Beyer, 1995; Peffers & Tuunanen, 2005). To start with, user 
participation in system design permits a more appropriate configuration of the system towards 
the actual user requirements (Holtzblatt & Beyer, 1995; Kujala, 2008; Procaccino & Verner, 
2009). It is recognised that the users are the experts in their field and a thorough understanding 
of the requirements is achieved only by promoting effective communication w ith them during 
the requirements' engineering process (Beyer & Holtzblatt, 1995; Peffers & Tuunanen, 2005). 
Active involvement o f the users also increases the final acceptance and satisfaction of the 
system (Kujala, 2008). This is because users get familiarised with the system during the 
development process and they also have a chance to  control the outcome (Eva, 2001). It has 
also been suggested that user participation and the aggregation of multiple perspectives, 
particularly at the first stages of system development, is a valuable way of identifying 
unexpected requirements (Darke & Shanks, 1997; Hickey & Davis, 2004; Vidgen, 1997). The 
participatory experience in developing a system assists users to  better comprehend and 
contextualise issues and challenges involved in the development process. Hence, users are in 
the position to provide useful recommendations for system improvement and optimisation 
during the development or evaluation phase (De & Ferrât, 1998; Hong, Thong, Chasalow, & 
Dhillon, 2011). Additionally, it provides a basis for allocation of a relative weight to  each of the 
requirements, prioritisation within the respective list, and negotiation on the requirements- 
design trade-offs (Darke & Shanks, 1997; Thunibat, Zin, & Sahari, 2011; Vidgen, 1997).
Developers should not guess what the users need because users are the ones who have a 
better understanding of their own needs and otherwise it may lead to the implementation of 
technology for technology's sake (Shen et al., 2004). Research has shown that technical 
designers' postulations tend to dominate where technology design and applications are 
concerned (Boland, 1979; Bostrom & Heinen, 1977; Dagwell & Weber, 1983; Ginzberg, 1981; 
Hirschheim, 1986; Hirschheim & Klein, 1989; Liou & Chen, 1994; Markus & Bjorn-Andersen, 
1987). System development should serve the purposes and be driven by value and not by 
technology and therefore both users and developers must have the same unambiguous 
understanding of the issues at hand (Hong et al., 2011; Kujala, 2008; Shen et al., 2004).
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System development methodologies and the concept of agility
System development methodologies have been designed for different types of 
organisation, different types of problem and different technologies (Abrahamsson, Conboy, & 
Wang, 2009; Avison & Fitzgerald, 2006). A system development methodology (SDM), defined as 
a documented collection of policies, processes and procedures, is commonly used by softvk/are 
development teams to  improve the software development process in terms of increased 
productivity o f information technology (IT) personnel and higher quality of the final IT solutions 
(livari, Hirschheim, & Klein, 2000). Some examples of traditional SDMs include waterfall model 
and spiral model methodologies (Zhuge, 2003). For instance, the waterfall model progresses 
through a series of phases/milestones in a linear fashion, w ith the first phase dedicated to the 
requirements task, while for the spiral model the systems engineer collects, documents and 
updates requirements before the project starts and after each cycle. SDMs are constantly 
evolving to  keep up with changing technologies and satisfy new demands from users.
In the 1990s, the approach to  system development called agile software development 
first appeared (livari, Hirschheim, & Klein, 2004). This approach is designed to support flexible, 
rapid and effective development under conditions of change, uncertainty and time pressure 
(Dyba & Dingsoyr, 2008). These conditions are common in the current fast-paced business 
environment where agile software development has proven efficacy (Baskerville, Pries-Heje, & 
Ramesh, 2007). Among practitioners, the popularity o f this approach has grown rapidly since it 
was first introduced (West & Grant, 2010) and some researchers argue that agile software 
development has fundamentally changed the practice of software development (Age rf a Ik, 
Fitzgerald, & Slaughter, 2009; Baskerville et al., 2007; Rajlich, 2006).
"Agile software development" is an umbrella term that includes a variety of agile 
methods such as extreme programming (XP), scrum and crystal methodologies. All agile 
methods are founded on a distinct philosophy and a set o f practices fo r conducting information 
systems development (Hilkka, Tuure, & Matti, 2005). The unifying philosophy of agile methods 
derives from the "agile manifesto" developed by a number of system development experts who 
designed different methodologies based on similar ideals (Beck et al., 2001). This philosophy 
emphasises the importance of individuals and their interactions, teamwork, production of early
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working software, collaboration w ith customers and responding effectively to  change. This is in 
preference to the traditional focus on process, tools, documentation, contract negotiation and 
following plans. Each agile method loosely conforms to  this philosophy (Conboy, 2009), yet each 
agile method has a distinct focus (e.g. scrum fo r project management, XP for rapidly producing 
quality software) and an integrated set o f work practices and iterative micro-phases.
There are significant differences between traditional SDMs and agile methodologies. 
Agile development emphasises the people factor (Cockburn & Highsmith, 2001)—both software 
developers and users play important roles in agile development. In traditional SDMs, users 
participate mainly in specification development, w ith minimal involvement in other activities 
(Nerur, Mahapatra, & Mangalaraj, 2005). However, in agile development, customers (who 
represent system users) work in small teams with developers as active team members. For 
example, customers and developers jo in tly determine the system features to be implemented in 
each development cycle. Such a drastic change in the user's role suggests that successful 
acceptance of agile methodology is concerned not only with software developers and 
organisations, but also w ith customers who are expected to  be collaborative, representative, 
authorised, committed and knowledgeable (Boehm & Turner, 2004). The relationship with 
customers is likely to  be an important consideration when software developers decide whether 
to  adopt agile methodologies as it is not easy to find such "qualified" customers, especially for 
complex systems (Nerur et al., 2005).
Highsmith (2002) suggest that there are differences between traditional SDMs and agile 
methodologies on their assumptions about customers. Traditional SDMs assume that customers 
do not know their requirements but developers do, whereas agile methodologies assume that 
both customers and developers do not have full knowledge of system requirements at the 
beginning (Highsmith, 2002). Thus, in traditional SDMs, developers want a detailed specification 
in order to  absolve themselves of responsibility by claiming that they just build the system in a 
way specified by the customer, whereas in agile methodologies, both customers and developers 
learn about the system requirements as the development process evolves w ithout recrimination 
(Highsmith, 2002). Hence, considering the variability of travellers with disabilities (as identified 
in section 2.2.4) and the resulting complexity of their requirements, there may be scope for 
adapting agile methodologies for accessible tourism systems' development. With the main focus
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on working on short iterations (Dyba & Dingsoyr, 2008; Moe, Dingsoyr, & Dyba, 2009), and the 
locus of decision-making being decentralised from the project manager to  the self-managing 
development team that includes the customer/user (Nerur et aL, 2005), agile methodologies 
may be more appropriate than traditional SDMs fo r adequately addressing user requirements 
fo r accessible tourism. Also, since collaborative decision-making involving stakeholders w ith 
diverse backgrounds and goals is a characteristic of agile development (Nerur et al., 2005), it 
could better bring together the amalgam of tourism providers and destinations with their 
potentially conflicting interests as well as travellers w ith disabilities and the wide spectrum of 
their access needs.
2.3.3 PROBLEMS IN REQUIREMENTS DETERMINATION
There are many obstacles that restrain the effective requirements determination process 
and therefore accrue system inertia to  accomplish the desirable system requirements fit. 
According to Davis (1982), there are three basic difficulties in requirements determination from 
end users, namely constraints of humans as information processors, variety and complexity of 
requirements and communication problems. Browne and Ramesh (2002) have identified one 
more difficulty, which is the unwillingness of users to provide requirements. These difficulties 
are human-/user-centred and irrelevant to  the system development method deployed.
Constraints of humans as information processors
There are several issues with humans processing information that mainly have to  do 
w ith their cognitive style of collecting and analysing information; satisfying a problem with the 
fastest but not the optimal solution; interpreting information using their own mental model that 
creates unsound reasoning; inability to thoroughly describe conscious and unconscious 
behaviours due to automaticity; and problems in recalling information stored in memory.
In terms of cognitive styles, they derive from Jung's theory of psychological types and 
effectively distinguish people as those who collect and process information factually (from what 
already exists), and those who collect and process information intuitively and contextually (Jung, 
1923). Literature has indicated that in order for a system to better meet users' needs, system
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designers need to  take into account users' cognitive styles (Alavi & Henderson, 1981; Blaycock & 
Rees, 1984; Churchman, 1971; Henderson & Nutt, 1980; Pitts & Browne, 2004). Blaycock and 
Rees (1984) also found that there is a strong correlation between cognitive style and decision­
making processes. Hence, the information users decide to  give to  analysts, either as a 
requirement per se or as a relative weight assigned within a predetermined set, is highly 
subjective and dependent on the individual cognitive and decision-making style (Chakraborti et 
al., 2010). Therefore, research indicates that MIS design should not be tailored to  the cognitive 
make-up of an individual user (Hickey & Davis, 2004; Huber, 1983; Nutt, 1986).
Human working memory is also limited and tends to  process information serially rather 
than in parallel (Reisberg, 1997). This memory characteristic usually results in a tendency to 
create short-cuts or heuristics (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). These cognitive biases occur in all 
decision-making processes especially under conditions of uncertainty (Hogarth, 1987; Tversky & 
Kahneman, 1974; Zanker & Jessenitschnig, 2009). W ith regard to  system development, cognitive 
biases may restrain both users and analysts from determining requirements effectively. For 
instance, on the one hand overconfidence can affect users' responses to  analysts' questions 
about system needs, or can result in analysts ending the information gathering process too soon 
having underspecified requirements. Anchoring, on the other hand, can hinder analysts from 
fully redesigning the system according to  users' needs as they anchor their own understanding 
to the version created making minimal adaptations. Either way cognitive biases may result in 
insufficient performance (Browne & Ramesh, 2002).
Research has also shown that people end the information gathering process early in 
problem-solving situations (Baron, Beattie, & Hershey, 1988; Perkins & Maxwell, 1983; Pitts & 
Browne, 2004). They naturally try  to  use heuristics and find a solution to  a problem that is 
marginally suitable, rather than the best possible. This human characteristic is referred to  as 
satisfying (Simon, 1957). Satisfying is also evident during the requirement determination 
process. Pitts suggests that analysts tend to  elicit only part o f the requirements available, hence 
acquiring a proportion of the information required before terminating the process (Pitts, 1999).
Most reasoning problems result from illogical or unnecessary extensions in a person's 
mental model (Perkins & Maxwell, 1983). Often people have a particular understanding o f a
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situation, which is insufficient, and then they try  to  argue within the context of their own 
understanding using by definition unsound reasoning (Curley, Browne, Smith, & Benson, 1995). 
Hence, both the mental model and the supporting arguments are inadequate. Faulty reasoning 
can occur during the requirements determination process, when users are not fully aware of the 
system properties and they make irrational deductions from the limited knowledge they 
possess. Analysts can also form fallacies as to how the information of the system will be 
displayed (Appan & Browne, 2012; Browne & Ramesh, 2002).
Human task performance also includes a combination of conscious and unconscious 
activities (Browne & Ramesh, 2002). Actions repeated over time result in an automatic 
processing rather than controlled (conscious) processing (Leifer, Lee, & Durgee, 1994). Hence, 
people lose conscious access to behaviours in working memory (Simon, 1979). Automaticity 
bears significant implications for requirements acquisition. Users carrying out a task 
automatically are usually unable to  describe the behaviour and the thought processes involved, 
and therefore are unable to  provide the requirements sought.
When people store information in long-term memory they usually register the 
important parts o f information or a summary of it (Brainerd & Reyna, 1992). In case it is 
necessary to  recail this memory, people remember only the part that is registered and they need 
to complete the memory w ith details that are not stored (Alba & Hasher, 1983; Appan & 
Browne, 2012; Ross, Buehler, Neisser, & Fivush, 1994). Additionally, errors in recall are more 
likely to  occur in regular events as memory is better for unusual rather than routine events 
(Brewer, Neisser, & Winograd, 1998). Research has also stressed the obscure lack of coherence 
in information provided when retrieved from long-term memory as people tend to narrate a 
rationalised version of the event (Fiske & Taylor, 1984; Markus, Zajonc, Lindsey, & Aronson, 
1985). Regarding requirements determination, problems in recall affect both users and analysts 
(Chakraborti et al., 2010). On the one hand, users may not be able to  recall an activity in its full 
extent and hence provide a partial description of the requirement. It is also likely that the details 
they provide are not the factual ones but contain inaccurate inferences. Designers on the other 
hand may also register in their memory only the important part of the information provided by 
the users, aiming to complete the information gaps at a later stage (Appan & Browne, 2012).
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Variety and complexity of requirements
Requirements determination becomes more difficult as variety and complexity of 
requirements increases. It is suggested that more complex methods should be used in projects 
w ith high uncertainty to reduce IS project risk (Davis, 1982; Likoebe et al., 2009). One of the 
common pitfalls in the process is to  segment potential users into groups and elicit requirements 
per group because this is often neither possible nor effective. During IS development, analysts 
often act under the assumption that the categories of potential users are known in advance 
(Chen & Sackett, 2007; Grudin, 1991; Poltrock & Grudin, 1994), and the systems are perceived 
as functional rather than cross-functional (Gebauer, 2008; Wetherbe, 1988). Markus et al. 
(2002) also stress that in Emergent Knowledge Processes (EKPs), where the user types and their 
requirements are highly unpredictable, systematic requirement analysis is unsuitable.
Even if the different stakeholder groups are defined, they still tend to  place their focus 
on different areas that are more relevant to  them or that they understand better (Chakraborti et 
al., 2010). Analysts need to  aggregate these fragmented viewpoints to  compile a comprehensive 
list of requirements (Darke & Shanks, 1997; Davis et al., 2006). However, during the system 
development process different groups assume liability only for the areas that are relevant and 
important to  them, missing out on the "big picture" (Macaulay, 1993). In order fo r users to  be 
more involved and feel more responsible fo r requirements determination, they should have a 
more independent and self-contained role in the requirements acquisition process (Hickey & 
Davis, 2004).
Analysts still need to  elicit a wide range of requirements that stem from different types 
of knowledge such as future, tacit, semi-tacit and non-tacit and also find the appropriate way to 
extract this knowledge (Chakraborti et al., 2010; Markus et al., 2002). For instance, future 
systems knowledge is by definition limited and incomplete as it speculates future circumstances 
(Mahmood, 1987); tacit knowledge, is not prone to  verbal explanation in the same way as 
recognised knowledge (Amyot, 2003) because it is a piece of knowledge or a skill that a person 
possesses, but cannot make explicit (Chakraborti, Sarker, & Sarker, 2010; Polanyi, 1966); semi- 
tacit knowledge, especially that which is taken for granted, involves recognising what question 
has not been asked because from the information holder's view it is too obvious to  be worth
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mentioning (Grice, 1975; Pitts & Browne, 2004); and non-tacit or explicit knowledge is easier to 
draw out o f a subject as it refers to knowledge identified on a conscious level (Eva, 2001; Zanker 
& Jessenitschnig, 2009). Naturally, this knowledge is distributed among different users w ith 
variant knowledge, perceptibility and understanding that can even be placed in different 
geographical areas (Davis et al., 2006; Flynn & Warhurst, 1994; Hutchins, Resnick, Levine, & 
Teasley, 1991). Analysts then need to address multiple users to  acquire and in a sense integrate 
this knowledge to  reach a comprehensive result, otherwise knowledge will be fractional and the 
process defective (Cannon-Bowers, Sales, Converse, & Castellan, 1993). However, there is great 
variance in human heuristics and since each person has an individual way of performing tasks, 
the same requirement may be communicated differently by different people (Hogarth, 1987; 
Zanker & Jessenitschnig, 2009). Additionally, requirements evolve, transform and develop in 
parallel w ith personal preferences (Hogarth, 1987; Likoebe et al., 2009). Hence, as the same 
person changes his/her preferences over time, these preferences yield different sets of 
requirements.
Users are also uncertain of the desired functionalities of the new system (Ackoff, 1967; 
Zmud, et al., 1993). New requirements evolve as technology evolves. New systems often require 
different functionalities and future requirements need to  be projected (Gebauer, 2008; 
M itterm eir et al., 1982; Zmud et al., 1993). Evaluating a system as a whole requires a 
considerable amount o f information to  be processed so working memory is overwhelmed 
(Browne & Ramesh, 2002). While there are structured methodologies to assist in simplifying this 
process and make solutions easier to  visualise and attain (Goel & Pirolli, 1989; Simon, 1981), 
variety and complexity problems are reduced but not eliminated (Browne, Ramesh, Pitts, & 
Rogich, 1997). One solution can be the effective categorisation and organisation of data because 
it reduces human cognitive demands (Reisberg, 1997). This occurs when the distinction between 
explicit user requirements and the constructive categorisation of the rest o f the requirements is 
clear (Dalai & Yadav, 1992; Storey & Thompson, 1995). However, a potential deficiency of 
categorisation is that it is susceptible to  perceived variability. For instance, an analyst may 
perceive variability when there is none or perceive no variability when it is factual (Browne, 
Curley, Wright, & Goodwin, 1998). According to  Wood (1986) often users must also dynamically 
adjust to  changing external conditions.
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Requirements are elicited for systems that operate in unchanging, turbulent, uncertain 
or adaptive environments (Chaturvedi, Dolk, & Drnevich, 2011; Gebauer, 2008; Land, 1998; 
Procaccino & Verner, 2009). For organisations that operate in highly competitive, turbulent and 
uncertain environments, determining requirements can be problematic (Davidson, 2002). 
Requirements are continuously reconfigured; hence, eliciting requirements is far from acquiring 
static knowledge (Gebauer, Tang, & Baimai, 2008; Jeffrey & Putnam, 1994; Likoebe et al., 2009; 
Procaccino & Verner, 2009). Requirements are very likely to change during long-term projects, 
or when business conditions or key stakeholders change (Davidson, 2002). Additional obstacles 
also appear when other intermediaries exist between the end user and the analyst (i.e. 
marketing departments) (Axtell, Waterson, & Clegg, 1997), which impede the requirements 
elicitation process (Saiedian & Dale, 2000). By investigating the present information 
requirements to design an information system, the altering nature of requirements is often 
neglected and the dynamics of the organisation are not taken into account (Chaturvedi et al., 
2011; Lucas, 1975). One of the major implications is that system designers fail to  notice the very 
impact o f the system on the organisation as the requirements differ when a new system is 
applied (Orman, 1987). This circular relationship therefore implies that the system design 
process may need to  be revised (Berrisford & Wetherbe, 1979) and perhaps "study the second 
and third order effects of this circularity in order to  reveal the equilibrium point where the 
relationship stabilises" (Orman, 1987: 81).
Communication difficulties
One of the major challenges in requirements determination is establishing effective 
communication between users and analysts. Communication difficulties can occur at the one-to- 
one user-analyst level as well as at the group level especially in Joint Application Development 
(JAD) or Rapid Application (RAD) settings (Bostrom, 1989; Holtzblatt & Beyer, 1995). While it has 
been claimed that different understanding and interpretation of information may contribute to 
more sophisticated decision-making and problem resolution (Fiol, 1994; Procaccino & Verner, 
2009; Walsh, 1995; Walsh, Henderson, & Deighton, 1988), establishing mutual understanding 
among multiple stakeholders is often chaotic, non-linear and continuous (Bansler & Bpdker, 
1993; Chakraborti et al., 2010; Chen & Sackett, 2007; Curtis, Krasner, & Iscoe, 1988; Walz et al., 
1993).
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The variance in backgrounds of the users and the analysts is the primary reason for 
miscommunication. Traditionally, system developers have expertise in IT or relevant areas, 
whereas the users may be proficient in diverse areas like education or accounting. As a result 
the involved parties do not speak the same "language" and they have to establish 
communication bridges (Bostrom, 1989; Browne & Ramesh, 2002; Oliver, Langford, & Galliers, 
1987; Walz et al., 1993). During the analyst-user interaction, the style o f interaction and the 
language used influences what requirements are identified and extracted (Boland, 1978; Boland 
& Greenberg, 1992; Davidson, 1999; Mason, 1991; Pitts & Browne, 2004; Sa la way, 1987). The 
difference in backgrounds may also lead to false interpretation of either words or notions (Kozar 
& Mahlum, 1987). It is common to misinterpret abbreviations and acronyms as well as other 
people's thought processes. Hence, there is a wide spectrum of communication difficulties 
ranging from misinterpreting simple wording to  misunderstanding a person's mental model 
(Browne & Ramesh, 2002; Corter & Gluck, 1992). Corter and Gluck (1992) also suggest that 
experts and novices use different basic-level categories to  describe the same phenomenon. 
Hence, in the system design process, analysts may aggregate behaviours and tasks under a 
single category, while users make a clear distinction of many different tasks/behaviours 
associated w ith equally separate categories, or vice versa. Consequently, the variation in design 
conceptualisation of experts and novices can potentially have a negative effect on the system 
modelling and subsequently its functionality and acceptance (Davis et al., 2006; Pitts & Browne, 
2004; Schenk, Vitalari, & Davis, 1998).
It is also often the case that end users provide endless lists of requirements and develop 
very high expectations of the system. However, developers have technology, time or budget 
restrictions that prevent them from addressing the full range of requirements. User involvement 
then is crucial for users and developers to jo in tly decide upon the system design trade-offs, 
otherwise designers will be held responsible for not delivering the expected system (Saiedian & 
Dale, 2000; Thunibat et al., 2011). A successful system does not only meet the needs of the end 
users, it also meets their expectations (Chen & Sackett, 2007; Karten, 1994). The users' 
expectations are partially formed by the developers that describe and propose a new system. 
The developers' aspiration to  adequately address users' requirements or the urge to  surpass 
potential competitors can lead them to make overstatements and commit to promises that 
cannot be fulfilled (Saiedian & Dale, 2000). As an attempt to  reduce friction between system
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designers and users, the "user sign off" was created. It effectively forced users to  sign o ff their 
requirements and accept the system to be developed (Wetherbe, 1991). The "user signoff" 
proved inefficient as not only it did not protect system designers from system rejection, but it 
also drove users to accuse analysts o f misleading practices (Wetherbe, 1991). However, often 
users do not know their requirements up fron t and they evolve as the system develops.
The miscommunication between users and analysts can also be ascribed to  the fact that 
they may have different objectives (Chakraborti et al., 2010). While analysts are focused on 
system parameters, users can be concentrated on domain-specific goals. For instance, analysts 
may focus on security and maintenance, while users are more interested in ease of use and 
flexibility (Browne & Ramesh, 2002).
Unwillingness to provide requirements
Apart from the cognitive, variety and complexity, and communication problems, the 
process of determining requirements can also be affected by the unwillingness of users to 
provide requirements due to  Hawthorne or motivational biases.
The Hawthorne effect is very common during observations of behaviour. People may 
behave differently when they are observed compared with when they are not observed or they 
are unaware that they are being observed (Adair, 1984). Parsons (1992) suggested that people, 
when observed, perform as they perceive they should, reflecting idealised rather than typical 
behaviour. With regard to requirements determination, this phenomenon hinders analysts from 
acquiring useful information in relation to  users' heuristics and typical task performance 
(Browne & Ramesh, 2002).
Elicited requirements do not always reflect the genuine requirements of the users as it 
is likely that users are unwilling to  provide sincere answers. There are several reasons for 
providing false responses, including personal, political or financial gain, self-preservation and 
self-protection, and fear of their responses being evaluated by others (Benson & Nichols, 1982; 
Keen, 1981; Spetzler & Stael von Holstein, 1975). Accordingly, people may also provide biased 
responses in order to  comply with the current political situation and not offend the present
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political status directed either by one person or a group. During a decision-making process 
where many people are involved, the views of an individual in a leading position may dominate 
and be perceived as relatively more significant (Walsh et al., 1988). In the requirements 
determination process for system development, that individual can be the project leader, the 
system designer or the system analyst (Chakraborti et al., 2010; Curtis et al., 1988; Heng, Trauth, 
& Fischer, 1999; Hong et al., 2011; Newman & Sabherwal, 1996; Reich & Benbasat, 1990; Walz 
et al., 1993).
Although cognition occurs at the individual level, there are group-level knowledge 
structures, including shared knowledge and beliefs, which operate similarly to  individual 
knowledge structures (Fiol, 1994; Gioia, Donnellon, & Sims, 1989; Porac, Thomas, & Baden- 
Fuller, 1989; Walsh & Fahley, 1986). In such cases, self-censorship is also likely to  occur, driven 
by the personal desire to  conform to  the mainstream views (Browne & Ramesh, 2002). This has 
major implications for requirements determination because it can lead to invalid knowledge 
acquisition, limited number of design options, a false impression of unanimity and other 
consequences of "groupthink" (Janis, 1972).
Finally, there are cases where the introduction of a new system or software is a result o f a 
wider technology implementation plan that does not necessarily serve particular needs o f the 
end users (Saiedian & Dale, 2000). In this effect, users are unwilling to cooperate as the effort 
required to  familiarise oneself w ith the new technology can even outweigh the benefits 
(Borenstein, 1991). Hence, users demonstrate a resistance to cooperate and provide 
requirements. This resistance most often takes the form of 1) Time: there is never enough, 2) 
Overload: requiring endless explanations and additional information, 3) Silence: effectively no 
response to what is being elaborated, 4) Impracticality: the negative notion of unachievable, and 
5) Compliance: the indifferent attitude (Saiedian & Dale, 2000).
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2.4 CHAPTER CONCLUSION
This chapter looked at two areas: the concept o f accessible tourism and user 
requirements w ithin the IS literature.
W ith regard to accessible tourism, the social model o f disability was discussed within the 
tourism context. The social model is the thrust o f the thesis as it assumes that impairment is not 
the cause of a disability; rather disability is a social construct that exists because of disabling 
environments. Thus, instead of focusing on the individual, the focus should be on removing 
barriers from the external environment. Further, the complexities of the tourism context were 
discussed, in particular the tourism system as a traveller-generating region, a destination region, 
a transit region, a travel and tourism industry and the external environment. The tourism system 
is an intricate system that combines all these elements and challenges tourism consumption. 
When considering accessibility, tourism consumption becomes even more challenging as there 
are additional barriers to  tourism participation. Then, the dimensions of disability were 
elaborated on in order to  demonstrate the wide range and the variation of travellers w ith access 
needs.
Having discussed the variety o f travellers w ith access needs, the chapter then focused on 
creating information systems that can address the resulting depth of requirements. To that end, 
an introduction to user requirements from an IS point of view and a justification of why 
requirements are important was provided. Further, the chapter argued for user participation in 
the IS development process. Research has shown that the value of user involvement is vast as it 
enables successful system design (Holtzblatt & Beyer, 1995; Kozar & Mahlum, 1987; Peffers & 
Tuunanen, 2005; Procaccino & Verner, 2009; Rockart & Flannery, 1983). Some of the merits of 
user involvement include: increased system acceptance (Eva, 2001), identification of unexpected 
requirements (Darke & Shanks, 1997), recommendations for effective system improvement and 
evaluation (De & Ferrât, 1998), and also a basis for negotiation of the requirements/design 
trade-offs (Vidgen, 1997).
Having established the benefits of user participation, the chapter then looked at 
traditional and agile system development methodologies, and argued fo r the latter as a 
potentially more appropriate approach to developing accessible tourism systems. The main
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reason is that agile methodologies are in a way more user-centric because agile development 
emphasises the people factor (Cockburn & Highsmith, 2001) where both software developers 
and users play important roles in agile development. There is increased emphasis on the 
importance of individuals and their interactions, teamwork, production of early working 
software, collaboration with customers and responding effectively to  change.
However, even when user participation is assured and the development is focused on a 
collaborative process, the success of the system to be developed is at risk as the determination 
of user requirements is not an unobstructed procedure (Davidson, 2002; Davis et al., 2006; 
Hickey & Davis, 2004; Markus et al., 2002; Pitts & Browne, 2004). The extant literature has 
identified a number of limitations that jeopardise the effective determination and acquisition of 
requirements. These limitations can be summarised under four distinct categories: constraints 
of humans as information processors, variety and complexity of requirements, communication 
difficulties and unwillingness of users to  provide requirements (Browne & Ramesh, 2002; Davis, 
1982). These problems are generic and not disability specific. However, problems in 
requirement elicitation within a disability context are discussed in the following chapter, section 
3.3.2.
The next chapter investigates how requirements can be acquired from an audience that 
has increased requirements and special needs, and looks at how this can be incorporated in the 
development process of a system that will serve an information-intensive and dependent sector: 
the tourism industry.
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3 CHAPTER - DISABILITY AND USER REQUIREMENTS
3.1 INTRODUCTION
In this chapter user requirements are examined within the context of disability. In 
particular, to meet the requirements for accessible tourism, infrastructural, informational and 
online challenges need to be overcome. Looking specifically at the informational needs and 
online provision of information requirements, it becomes clear that people with disabilities use 
a range of ICTs to obtain and interact with accessibility information. To do so, a range of 
assistive technologies is utilised that is not always fit for purpose. Creating technology that 
meets expectations becomes an almost impossible task when considering that requirements 
differentiate according to individual needs as well as preferences and change over time due to 
factors like ageing, past experiences and exposure to technologies and emerging new 
technologies. To establish requirements for accessible tourism systems, the participation of 
people with disabilities and other stakeholders needs to be ensured and the problems in the 
elicitation process examined. This will then provide the framework to create inclusive, easily 
customisable systems that evolve dynamically.
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3.2 DISABILITY REQUIREMENTS AND DESIGN FOR ALL
The following two sections look at the principle o f "design fo r all" within the accessible 
tourism and ICT contexts. The first section explains how tourism is affected by disability-related 
issues and how the philosophy of "design for all" can assist in addressing some of these issues. 
The second section explains the interaction of people with disabilities with ICTs through the use 
of assistive technologies and how "design for all" can assist in enabling that interaction.
3.2.1 ACCESSIBLE TOURISM AND "DESIGN FOR ALL"
To understand the tourism experience of people w ith disabilities, we need to  appreciate 
the interactions or "negotiations" between travellers w ith disabilities and the many constraints 
(e.g. personal, social, informational, physical) that they confront when travelling (Darcy, 
Ambrose, Schweinberg, & Buhalis, 2011). In a world which is largely not designed for people 
with disabilities, travellers w ith access needs are challenged to  negotiate a number of travel 
attributes such as location, mode of travel and time of travel. A German study showed that 
70.6% of travellers with disabilities stated that the organisation of their holiday, including the 
availability of information, is of special importance for their decision-making and destination 
selection: 38.9% of them pointed out that they encounter difficulties when organising their 
holidays and 37% said that they had previously decided not to  go on holiday due to  a lack of 
accessible facilities, equipment or service (Neumann & Reuber, 2004). Decision-making on travel 
planning and choosing holidays when travelling w ith a disability depends on far more than 
personal preferences or financial means; it involves a quest o f discovering destinations w ith 
welcoming, enabling, accessible environments. Travel decisions for people with disabilities are 
based on a complex nexus of factors, some of which are relevant to  "personal risk management" 
in a very real and practical sense (Darcy et al., 2011). The environment plays a fundamental role 
in the experience of tourists and more so of people w ith disabilities. To enhance or even create 
travel options for people with disabilities, barriers in physical and informational infrastructure 
need to be eliminated or reduced. As long as these barriers remain, a large number of people 
will be excluded from leisure and tourism participation, and the tourism industry will be 
deprived of a lucrative market segment.
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However, identifying and providing solutions to  remove access barriers can be a difficult 
process, and therefore the concept o f "design fo r all" is central to  accessible tourism. According 
to  this philosophy, tourism products and services and physical and informational infrastructure 
should be designed to  be usable by the largest group of tourists possible. At this point it is worth 
noting that "design fo r all" is not a design prescribed for people w ith disabilities; rather, as the 
name suggests, it intends to address the requirements of many different user groups with and 
w ithout disabilities (Darzentas & Miesenberger, 2005). Therefore, "design for all" should be 
embedded in the design of mainstream tourism provision. The application of the concept in the 
tourism industry implies that everyone, irrespective of disabilities, should be able to travel to 
and within a destination or tourism venue (Neumann & Reuber, 2004).
People with disabilities want to  travel like everybody else. In fact, research has shown 
that the frequency of people with disabilities travelling in general is only a little below average, 
while the intensity of travelling within people's native country is clearly above average 
(Neumann, 2002). However, travel experiences of people with disabilities are often negatively 
affected by physical inaccessibility of transportation, accommodation and infrastructure and 
incomplete or inadequate information including badly designed or inaccessible web pages 
(European Disability Forum, 2001). For people w ith disabilities, due to  the variation of 
requirements, travel planning is a more information-intensive process than people w ithout 
disabilities (Puhretmair, 2004; Puhretmair & Nussbaum, 2011). If information is unavailable or 
unreliable people w ith disabilities will not be able to engage in travel (Stumbo & Pegg, 2005). 
Also, the availability (or not) o f such information will impact on the tourists' perceptions of the 
attractiveness of destinations. The competitiveness of tourism destinations is based on 
customer perception, acquisition, retention and satisfaction. Information is the "lifeblood" of 
tourism (Sheldon, 1993) and as such is an information-intensive industry, which relies on 
content availability, reliability and quality. Hence, it is critical fo r the tourism industry to  provide 
relevant and reliable content especially over the internet, which is an important information 
source (Ray & Ryder, 2003). To capitalise on the demand for accessibility, however, the 
provision of reliable and accurate content becomes paramount (Buhalis & Michopoulou, 2011).
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However, there is a discrepancy in terms of the information provided by the tourism industry 
and the information required by people w ith disabilities: the higher the degree of disability, the 
higher the degree of information required by the tourists. However, it seems that the higher the 
degree of disability, the less information is available (Miller & Kirk, 2002; Puhretmair & 
Nussbaum, 2011). Further to  the availability o f information, online content is often not 
accessible. In 2004, analysis of national tourism web pages in the European Union was 
conducted (Oertel, Hasse, Scheermesser, Thio, & Feil, 2004) and results indicate that destination 
management systems and tourism web pages were inaccessible and not Web Accessibility 
Initiative (WAI) compliant even at the first level. A global accessibility audit commissioned by the 
United Nations (Nomensa, 2006) also reports that most of the web pages fail to  sustain the basic 
level o f web accessibility. While recent developments in legislation, policies and tourism 
initiatives have contributed to  a relative improvement on web accessibility, tourism websites 
remain largely inaccessible (Puhretmair, 2004; Puhretmair & Nussbaum, 2011; Williams, Rattray, 
& Grimes, 2006).
Innovations in ICT result in many technologies becoming mainstream, increasing the 
potential to  enable people with disabilities to  take part in almost any area of daily life. The 
prolific use of ICT means that inclusion and accessibility increasingly becomes a common 
responsibility of the mainstream tourism industry. In particular, people w ith disabilities use the 
internet even more than people w ithout disabilities (Huber & Vitouch, 2008; Puhretmair & 
Nussbaum, 2011). The internet is meanwhile one of the preferred information sources for travel 
planning. Therefore destinations, tourist services and service providers have the chance to  use 
their online presence to increase competitiveness and to  attract new target groups. Inaccessible 
tourism web pages imply that travellers are not able to  use a service, consume information or 
book a trip. Typically, the cause is the inaccessible design and not the restricted information 
perception (visual, auditory, haptic) of people w ith disabilities because people w ith disabilities 
use assistive technologies that enhance their ability to  interact w ith computers and (partly) 
compensate for their disabilities.
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3.2.2 ICT AND "DESIGN FOR ALL"
"Design fo r all" is defined as the design of products, services and environments to  be 
usable by all people, to  the greatest extent possible, w ithout the need for adaptation or 
specialised design (ETSI, 2002a). This principle applies to  all ICT products, services and 
environments. It is essential that "design for all" is implemented throughout the development 
process but it is even more important to have accessibility in mind prior to  initiating the process 
in order to minimise unnecessary cost and effort. The importance of the "design for all" 
principle lies within the fact that it enables disabled and elderly people to  better integrate into 
society, w ith ICTs playing a significant role in that (Obrist, Bernhaupt, & Tscheligi, 2008; Vicente 
& Lopez, 2010). Additionally, this principle is assistive for other functions as well because, for 
instance, a website "designed for all" can be accessible to people w ith disabilities as well as to 
users of other platforms (such as PDA and mobile users). However, "design fo r all" does not 
imply that all products and services following this principle will be entirely accessible to 
everyone; it rather conveys that designers ought to take into consideration the requirements of 
the people w ith disabilities at the very end of the pyramid (in contrast to the mainstream 
middle) and design interfaces that interoperate w ith their assistive technologies (ETSI, 2002a).
ICTs are not always designed to  accommodate the needs of all users and therefore often 
people w ith disabilities are forced to  use a range of assistive technologies to  be able to interact 
w ith ICTs. This interaction w ith ICTs requires a wide spectrum of media for data input and is also 
characterised by a number of output capabilities (ETSI, 2002a). For instance, input media can 
include different types of keyboards, voice input through microphone or pointing devices. 
Output media can be visual (e.g. display screens, light-producing elements for presentation of 
state information), audio (e.g. loudspeakers for the presentation o f audio communication, 
spoken text or state information), movement (e.g. vibration on mobiles), or a combination of 
the above. In 1998 in the USA, the Assistive Technology Act (ATA, 1998) was introduced. With 
this act the US government recognised the importance of technology fo r the inclusion of people 
with disabilities in society and acknowledged the failure of IS designers and telecommunication 
service providers to  cater for the specific needs of persons with disabilities in the design, 
manufacture and procurement o f telecommunications and information technologies. They were 
then prompted to  follow universal design principles so that the need for specialised assistive
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technology would be minimised because the resulting products or services would be compatible 
with the existing assistive technologies. However, the boundaries between mainstream and 
assistive technology are quite blurred. In general, assistive technology is defined as "technology 
designed to  be utilized in an assistive technology device or service", while assistive device can 
refer to any item, piece of equipment or product system, whether acquired commercially, 
modified or customised, that is used to  increase, maintain or improve the functional capabilities 
of individuals w ith disabilities (ATA, 1998).
As illustrated in section 2.2.4, there are many types of disabilities w ith different extents, 
representing a continuum. Assistive technology comes to serve all people, regardless of their 
place on the pyramid. Still, it is considered more essential for the very end of the pyramid that 
refers to people with severe or multiple impairment. It is then anticipated that in order to  cater 
for the whole spectrum of special needs, a great number of assistive solutions must exist. In 
fact, some organisations like ABLEDATA in the US (www.abledata.com) and Sensui in Japan 
(www.sd.soft.iwate) have a primary objective to collect and distribute information solely on 
assistive technologies (Blasiotti et al., 2001). A single query on the ABLEDATA database brought 
up 29,000 results for assistive technology products and services. Hence, many assistive 
technologies are deployed to enable people with disabilities to improve their lives. The 
international standard ISO 9999 provides a classification of existing assistive technologies, but 
this research is only interested in those relative to  interaction with ICTs. This table is indicative 
rather than exhaustive and aims to  demonstrate a wide range of assistive technologies that can 
interact with ICTs. It should be noted that some of the assistive devices (e.g. mobiles or fire 
alarms) are also mainstream devices used in a different context.
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Table 3 provides a description of the assistive technologies together with their ISO code, 
as cited in (ETSI, 2002b). This table is indicative rather than exhaustive and aims to demonstrate 
a wide range of assistive technologies that can interact w ith ICTs. It should be noted that some 
of the assistive devices (e.g. mobiles or fire alarms) are also mainstream devices used in a 
different context.
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Table 3: Relevant assistive devices in ISO 9999
Classification Code Description
12 39 06 Electronic orientation aids
12 39 09 Acoustic navigation aids (sound beacons)
210603 Image enlarging video system
2106 06 Character reading machine
2109 03 Input units (e.g. speech recognition)
2109 06 Keyboard and control systems
2109 09 Printers and plotters (e.g. Braille)
210912 Displays
210915 Devices for synthetic speech
2109 27 Software for input and output modification
2115 09 Dedicated word processors
2115 15 Electric Braille writers
2124 Aids for drawing and handwriting
2133 09 Decoders for videotext
2133 12 CCTV
2136 06 Mobile phones and car telephones
2136 09 Text telephones
213610 Visual phones and videophones
2142 09 Portable dialogue units
214212 Voice generators
2142 15 Voice amplifiers
2145 Hearing AIDS
214515 Tactile HEARING AIDS
2148 03 Door SIGNALS
215103 Personal emergency alarm systems
215106 Attack alarms for epileptics
215109 Fire alarms
24 09 Operating controls and devices
2412 Environmental control systems
Source: ETSI, 2002b
However, assistive technology (AT) is often perceived as a "medical device". This notion 
contradicts the very purpose of AT, which is to  support independent living. It reflects the 
medical model's view of disability, ignoring the social approach that focuses on community 
integration and inclusion (Ripat & Booth, 2005). It is important not to segment individuals into 
predetermined categories according to  dysfunction, but to focus on functional abilities before 
looking at disability (Ripat & Booth, 2005). Technologies are most effective when they 
adequately attend to and fulfil users' functional and social needs, rather than solely address a 
physical lim itation (Scherer, 2005). In fact, by addressing disabled peoples' lim itations and 
enhancing their capabilities, assistive technologies remove psychosocial stressors resulting in 
higher confidence and self-esteem (Scherer, 2000, 2004).
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The (prolonged) use of AT can be contributed primarily to the fact that it complies with 
the users' values and emotions and secondarily to  the functionality it may provide (Hocking, 
1999). Even though there is an abundance of assistive technologies available to  use, the majority 
are often discarded only after brief use. The main reason fo r this is that the evaluation occurring 
prior to  launching new ATs is insufficient in terms of contextualising the disabled person with 
the environment (Scherer, 2005). Hence, the starting point when designing AT should be the 
deployment of measures (Wessels et al., 2000) to reveal the unique requirements, wants and 
needs of a disabled individual (Ripat & Booth, 2005) as well as the determination of 
characteristics o f technology and the relevant environments to  ensure compliance between the 
user and AT (Cushman & Scherer, 1995; Kilgore et al., 2001; Scherer, 2000, 2004; Scherer, 
Coombs, & Hansen, 2003). Also, financial, human and environmental factors are crucial and 
need to be considered carefully due to their effect on AT usage as the lack of resources has been 
identified as a barrier to  using AT effectively (Scherer, 2000). The vast number of existing and 
most importantly the introduction of new AT reveal that there is substantial demand for it. One 
of the reasons is that the modern way of life requires increased information processing, time 
management and complex planning and technology comes to  assist overloaded cognition of 
mainstream demand. Another reason can be that there is increased recognition of the needs of 
people w ith cognitive disabilities (LoPresti, Michailidis, & Kirsch, 2004). The plethora of AT 
products and services implies that individual needs can be met; however, the process of 
identifying the appropriate AT for each person becomes highly complicated (Scherer, 2002a, 
2004).
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3.3 BUILDING TECHNOLOGY FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
In accordance w ith the previous chapter (section 2.3.2), this section argues fo r the 
participation of people w ith disabilities in a system development process. Participation in the 
design process is even more important in the case of accessible tourism systems due to  the 
increased level and depth of user requirements (section 2.2.4).
Examples drawn from the inclusion of people w ith disabilities in the decision-making 
processes in terms of the accessibility of the built environment demonstrate that levels of 
participation vary but in any case have not been satisfactory. People with disabilities are 
inadequately represented among the stakeholder groups, maintaining a rather passive attitude, 
and they only get involved when invited (Imrie, 1997). This behaviour has been attributed to 
other stakeholder groups implicitly impeding the fair and equal treatment of disabled people, 
considering them as unimportant while maintaining an affective and welcoming façade (Imrie, 
1999). This results in disabled people feeling that they have limited or no power to influence 
decision-makers in design and production (Young, 1990).
However, by looking at the activity and involvement o f people with disabilities in politics 
and social interactions, they are neither passive nor submissive to the commands of the wider 
structural relationships beyond their abilities to influence (Campbell & Oliver, 1996). W ithin the 
technology area, several studies have reported that there is an increased acceptance of 
technology when disabled people actively participate throughout the AT development process 
because the technology produced aims to  serve them and their needs (Kazemikaitiene & 
Bileviciene, 2008; Scherer, 2002b, 2005; Stern, Restall, Ripat, Fearing, & Clark, 2000). Users need 
to  be heard and understood in order to improve their contentment w ith the resulting products 
(Jedeloo, deWitte, Linssen, & Schrijvers, 2002). Additionally, the participating experience 
increases users' investment in future use of the technology (Bell & Hinosa, 1995; Scherer, 2000, 
2002a). User involvement is therefore important and it involves all relevant stakeholders. The 
following section looks at the different stakeholders for building technology for people w ith 
disabilities.
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3.3.1 STAKEHOLDERS OF TECHNOLOGY FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES
As identified in section 2.3.2, in order to  build a system the requirements of multiple 
stakeholders need to be taken into consideration. When attempting to build a system fo r people 
w ith disabilities, the requirements of the relevant stakeholders need to  be examined. To do so, 
it is essential first to identify the stakeholders and their interests, and consequently examine the 
potential conflicts and difficulties that may affect the requirements elicitation process. Shalinsky 
(1989) has identified six primary stakeholder groups, whose participation in the design process 
o f technology for the disabled is considered crucial. The stakeholders and the relationships are 
illustrated in Figure 3.
Figure 3: Interrelationships of stakeholders for building technology for the disabled
1. Research and Education 4. Funders
2. Technology Producers 5. Disabled Consumers
3. Service Providers  g Legislators
Research and education includes universities and research centres w ithin the industry.
Technology producers refer to  businesses specialising in designing and producing technology for
the disabled. Service providers entail for-profit and non-profit disability organisations, charities
and public service providers (i.e. hospitals). Funders can be private or public funding bodies
interested in accessible technology development. The term disabled consumer refers to  both
the individual and the collective consumer group of disabled persons. Finally, legislators include
governments, civil servants and policymakers. All these stakeholders may have different
priorities and potentially conflicting interests and agendas. However, the requirements of all
these parties need to  be explicated in order to  develop a system that is usable by all. The
following section looks at the difficulties of eliciting requirements from these stakeholders.
3.3.2 DIFFICULTIES IN REQUIREMENTS ELICITATION -  THE DISABILITY CASE
Ideally all stakeholders should equally participate and contribute during the design 
process; however, it is often the case that the requirements elicitation process is hindered by a 
number of reasons. In this section the focus will be on two of the four identified categories of
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difficulties eliciting user requirements (as identified in section 2.3.3), in particular: variety and 
complexity, and communication difficulties.
Variety and complexity
The various stakeholder groups retain and are interested in different types of 
knowledge, resulting in conflicting interests. Funders, for instance, may be interested in only 
one type of impairment hence may be reluctant to  invest in more expensive technology that 
addresses multiple types of impairment. Conversely, w ithin a single disability area, involved 
parties are highly competitive and do not cooperate, therefore funders are deterred from 
investing in one organisation/group/discipline (Shalinsky, 1989). Universities are primarily 
interested in research per se, rather than the actual development and launching of a new 
product or service. In contrast, technology producers need to  maximise profit, aiming for 
increased reach. Hence, they prefer to  produce technology that is as mainstream as possible, 
even if part of the disabled population is not adequately served. This is not in line w ith the 
interests of service providers that care fo r products and services that will comprehensively 
address the needs of a particular group of persons with disabilities, disregarding the general 
applicability o f these products (Shalinsky, 1989). Their views are not always favoured within the 
stakeholders' group (Barnes, 1991) and they have been severely criticised as structures of 
paternalistic domination dressed up as forms of altruistic benevolence (Shakespeare, 1993), 
even though they raise access issues (Imrie, 1997). It has also been asserted that service 
providers sabotage the development o f technology solutions that would enhance the 
independent living of disabled persons because this would result in a decrease in their customer 
base (Shalinsky, 1989). Disabled consumers, while highly concerned, are considered by the other 
stakeholders to have a background and passive role in the development process. They have also 
been criticised as being voluntarily excluded due to  their subject mentality (Barry, 1998), and 
that non-participation, non-activity and exclusion may reflect a voluntary individual choice 
(Bhalla & Lapeyre, 1997).
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The environmental setting also plays a significant role in supporting conflict and creating 
difficulties. In particular, technology producers anticipate fast development processes to  enable 
them to produce items prior to  their competitors. However, technology fo r people with 
disabilities takes considerable time to  develop and the existing monopolies also tend to  depress 
innovation (Shalinsky, 1989). The time required to  understand the degrees of disablement, the 
complexity o f multiple disabilities and the need to create different specifications results in 
designers taking things forward with limited understanding and incomplete requirements. 
Therefore, the outcome is often imperfect and unsatisfactory.
Finally, perceived variability increases friction among stakeholders and results in a 
problematic requirement elicitation process. Representatives of different types of disability 
claim that there is a bias towards the mobility impaired, the requirements of which are 
considered more important and thus undermine the importance of the requirements of the rest 
of the disability groups (Imrie & Kumar, 1998). However, this discrimination stems from the 
attitudes of the rest o f the stakeholder groups rather than the disabled group members (Imrie, 
1999).
Communication difficulties
Professional background is an important factor in creating difficulties in the requirement 
elicitation process. People with health-related occupations (i.e. doctors or nurses) as well as 
disability organisations tend to  reduce the role o f technology designers. This behaviour is 
subject to unawareness of IS design processes and the dependency levels on technology to 
complete their tasks. The latter issue affects the level of understanding and determines the level 
of involvement o f IS professionals in the process. The predominant perception is that 
technology is required as a last resource to  be employed after everything humanly possible has 
been attempted. In contrast, IS professionals are not always able or willing to understand the 
concerns of the disability organisations and the disabled individuals (Shalinsky, 1989).
Finally, when high expectations are not met there is disappointment and a lack of 
enthusiasm for participation. This often occurs with universities as researchers in the technology 
and disability field have to  struggle for funding and cannot publish in respected journals
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(Shalinsky, 1989). Hence, they are discouraged from fully engaging in the development process 
of technology for the disabled.
3.3.3 SUMMARY OF REQUIREMENTS FOR ACCESSIBLE TOURISM
The disabled traveller requirements have not yet been adequately discussed. The 
reasons may vary from lack of figures on market size to  unawareness of market potential and 
limited understanding of the requirements of the accessibility market segments (Burnett & 
Baker, 2001; Darcy, 1998, 2002). Disabled traveller requirements can be relevant to  accessibility 
of the physical/built environment, information regarding accessibility as well as accessible 
information provision online.
With regard to  the accessibility o f the physical/built environment, there are a number 
of barriers that prevent the participation of persons with disabilities. As a result o f these 
barriers, disabled persons have less access to  tourism experiences than able-bodied travellers 
and often refrain from travelling altogether (Shaw & Coles, 2004; Turco et al., 1998). Israeli 
(2002), assessing site accessibility, explains that tourists w ith disabilities use a decision-making 
process that is different from other tourists because they cannot trade o ff as easily between 
different travel attributes. For example, a wheelchair user will be unable to  participate in the 
travel experience unless his/her wheelchair can go through thresholds throughout his/her travel 
path. Some countries have introduced legislation to make it compulsory fo r tourism suppliers to 
create an environment that is accessible. Leading examples include the UK (British Disability 
Discrimination Act), the US (Americans w ith Disabilities Act) and Australia (Commonwealth 
Disability Discrimination Act).
Information regarding accessibility is also a fundamental requirement for people with 
disabilities. Burnett and Baker (2001), examining destination decision criteria, indicate that 
different market segments exist within the population of disabled travellers, who have different 
informational needs according to  the type and degree of their (dis)ability/ability. While 
accessible infrastructure is critical, information provision about accessible facilities is equally 
significant (McKercher, Packer, Yau, & Lam, 2003; Shaw, Veitch, & Coles, 2005; Stumbo & Pegg,
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2005; Turco et al., 1998; Yau, McKercher, & Packer, 2004) to  enable people w ith disabilities to 
actively make informed decisions and to  engage in travel (Darcy, 1998; Darcy & Daruwalla,
1999). Even if facilities are accessible, unless they provide sufficient and reliable information 
that meets the needs of disabled tourists, prospective travellers will be unable to  engage in the 
decision-making process (Capability Scotland, 2002).
Another requirement is the display of accessible inform ation provision online
(Kazemikaitiene & Bileviciene, 2008). Different types of disabilities, including sensory, motor and 
cognitive impairments, utilise several types of assistive technologies, including hardware and 
software such as screen readers, voice recognition, alternative pointing devices, alternative 
keyboards and refreshable Braille displays, to enable them to access online content. Accessible 
design assists people with disabilities to  use the internet more effectively (Rumetshofer & Woss, 
2004). In order for a website to be accessible, it has to be sufficiently flexible to be used by all of 
these assistive technologies (Slatin & Rush, 2003). The Web Accessibility Initiative has 
established design principles and guidelines that clearly demonstrate what a website should be 
able to  do to  ensure that it is accessible by different users (Web Accessibility Initiative, 2005). 
However, this does not seem to be the case with most online tourism content as neither tourism 
supply (Curran et al., 2007; Williams et al., 2006) nor DMOs seem to have embraced and 
deployed web accessibility principles (Pühretmair, 2004).
To satisfy the content and interface requirements of people w ith disabilities, it is vital to 
understand that w ithin each condition every person is an individual w ith a unique combination 
o f cognitive, physical, psychosocial and sensory impairments (Scherer, 2005). All aspects of a 
person's cognitive, physical and sensory capabilities as well as functional needs, personal needs 
and individual priorities must be taken into account when designing technology (LoPresti & 
Willcomm, 1997). While it is very important to identify the "needs" and "wants" o f the user, 
"needs" tend to  be prioritised over "wants". However, the balance between "needs" and 
"wants" can change over time (Ripat & Booth, 2005), especially when people age (Scherer,
1996). Hence, the expectations of as well as the reactions to  technologies are complex and 
highly individualised. These reactions emerge from varying needs, abilities, preferences and past 
experiences with and exposure to  technologies (Scherer, 2000, 2005). In order to  address these 
needs effectively, it is vital that technologies are customisable to  the individual's needs (Scherer,
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2000, 2004; Scherer & Craddock, 2002). However, a highly customisable product may be 
inaccessible for a person w ith a cognitive disability unless it provides a fairly simple interface 
that compensates for the complexity o f the personalisation process (LoPresti & Willcomm,
1997). Literature also indicates that successfully matching technology to a disabled person's 
needs leads to  improved individual gratification (Scherer, 2000).
3.4 CHAPTER CONCLUSION
This chapter first looked at the concept of "design fo r all" and how it applies within 
accessible tourism and ICTs. It demonstrated that "design for all" is important for the tourism 
industry because it proposes that tourism products and services and physical and informational 
infrastructure should be designed to  be usable by the largest group of tourists possible, 
including travellers with disabilities. By embedding "design fo r all" principles in the design of 
tourism products and services, barriers to  tourism participation can be removed or reduced. 
Hence, a wider number of tourists can enjoy more tourism options and the tourism industry can 
benefit from an extended customer base. Further, the prolific use of ICT means that inclusion 
and accessibility increasingly become a common responsibility of the mainstream tourism 
industry. Information is the "lifeblood" o f tourism (Sheldon, 1993) and as an information­
intensive industry it relies on content availability, reliability and quality. However, many tourism 
websites are inaccessible or lack accessibility information (Pühretmair, 2004; Puhretmair & 
Nussbaum, 2011; Williams et al., 2006).
In order to interact w ith ICTs, disabled people often need to  utilise additional technology 
that consists o f a wide range of input and output devices, such as specialised keyboards and 
screen readers. Known as assistive technology (AT), it aids the inclusion of disabled people in the 
digital arena. However, the number of available assistive products and services is vast, and the 
reason for this is twofold. On the one hand, as new technologies constantly emerge, 
interoperability and compatibility issues appear, and therefore new assistive products keep 
entering the marketplace. The number of new entries is likely to  be reduced since initiatives and 
principles such as "design for all" have been introduced. "Design for all" suggests that new 
products are designed with accessibility in mind, but it is unrealistic to expect that all new
61
products and services are completely accessible to  everyone. On the other hand, people w ith 
different disabilities and in different places in the continuum (Figure 2) have diverse needs and 
require alternative assistive technologies. For all these requirements to be adequately 
addressed, a wide range of assistive technologies is required. The life expectancy of an AT is 
often very short due to  poor evaluation prior to launching, or because it is platform- or system- 
dependent. When developing technology for people w ith disabilities, financial, human and 
environmental factors should be taken into consideration to  identify the appropriate user 
requirements. People have individual sets of requirements and priorities, which can change with 
age, experiences and exposure to technologies. Technology needs to be adequately 
customisable to  address these requirements and result in acceptance.
The chapter then carries on the argument raised in chapter 2 fo r user participation in the 
system development process and introduces the stakeholder groups for building technology for 
people with disabilities; research and education, service providers, technology producers, 
funders, disabled consumers and legislators. These groups come from different backgrounds 
and often have conflicting interests, which generates additional complexity in the requirements 
elicitation process. The main problems come under two categories of user requirements 
elicitation difficulties, namely variety and complexity, and communication difficulties. For 
instance, one of the major issues is the low level o f involvement and participation o f people w ith 
disabilities in system development processes, though it is considered essential fo r accurate 
determination of requirements as well as investment in future use of the end product. Low 
involvement has been attributed to a variety o f reasons, including for example voluntary 
exclusion from the disabled consumer side or reluctance to  cooperate w ith disabled people 
from the stakeholder side. Bearing in mind that people w ith disabilities have experienced 
difficulties w ith the use of systems (especially when it comes to  travel), it can be expected that 
there is room fo r improvement for some systems. Looking at the complexity o f attaining user 
requirements in general and within the context o f disability, it can be assumed that further 
research is needed in order to  establish requirements for accessible tourism. The last section 
then provided a summary of requirements for accessible tourism as discussed in both chapters 2 
and 3, and provides a basis for chapter 4, which will inform the research framework.
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The next chapter examines what effect, if any, disability has on technology acceptance, 
and looks specifically into the link between user requirements and technology acceptance in the 
context o f accessible tourism.
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4 CHAPTER - TECHNOLOGY ACCEPTANCE AND DISABLED USER REQUIREMENTS
4.1 INTRODUCTION
This chapter reviews the theoretical models mostly deployed in the literature to explain 
technology acceptance. The most appropriate model for this study is chosen and a further 
review of moderators follows to investigate how disability can be conceptualised as one. Finally, 
user requirements for accessible tourism are linked to core concepts perceived as major 
determinants of technology acceptance and the proposed research framework is formed.
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4.2 THEORETICAL MODELS
In the IS field, the question of how and why individuals adopt new information 
technologies has long been investigated. Explaining user acceptance of new technology is often 
described as one of the most mature research areas in the contemporary IS literature. Research 
in this area has resulted in several theoretical models that derive from and are based on 
information systems, psychology and sociology theories. Within this broad area of inquiry, there 
have been several streams of research. Most of the predominant models employ intention or 
usage as the dependent variable. Intention has been well-established in IS and other disciplines 
as a predictor of behaviour (Ajzen, 2001; Sheppard, Hartwick, & Warshaw, 1988; Taylor & Todd, 
1995b). An overview of the predominant models utilised to  explain technology acceptance is 
illustrated in Table 4.
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Table 4: Overview of the dominant models explaining user acceptance of IS
Model Brief Description
Theory of 
Reasoned Action 
(IRA)
Drawn from  social psychology, TRA is one of the most fundam ental and influential theories of human 
behaviour. It has been used to predict a wide range of behaviours. Davis, Bagozzi, and W arshaw (1989), 
applied TRA to individual acceptance of technology and found that the variance explained was largely 
consistent w ith studies that had employed TRA in the context of other behaviours.
Technology 
Acceptance 
Model (TAM)
TAM is tailored to IS contexts, and was designed to predict information technology acceptance and 
usage on the job. Unlike TRA the final conceptualisation of TAM excludes the attitude construct in order 
to better explain intention parsimoniously. TAM 2 extended TAM by including subjective norm as an 
additional predictor of intention in the case of m andatory settings (Venkatesh and Davies, 2000). TAM  
has been widely applied to a diverse set of technologies and users.
Motivational 
Model (MM)
A significant body of research in psychology has supported general m otivation theory as an explanation 
for behaviour. Several studies have examined motivational theory and adapted it for specific contexts 
e.g. Vallerand (1997). W ithin the information systems domain, Davis, Bagozzi, and W arshaw (1992) 
applied motivational theory to understand new technology adoption and use.
Theory of 
Planned 
Behaviour (TPB)
TBP extended TRA by adding the construct of perceived behavioural control. In TBP, perceived 
behavioural control is theorised to be an additional determ inant to intention and behaviour. Ajzen 
(1991) presented a review of studies th at used TPB to  predict intention and behaviour in a wide variety 
of settings. TPB has been applied to the understanding of individual acceptance and usage of many 
different technologies (Harrison, Mykytyn, & Riemenschneider 1997; Mathieson, 1991; Taylor & Todd, 
1995b). A related model is the Decomposed Theory of Planned Behaviour (DTPB). In term s of predicting 
intention, DTPB is identical to TPB. In contrast to TPB but similar to TAM , DTPB "decomposes" attitude, 
subjective norm and perceived behavioural control into the underlying belief structure within the  
technology adoption contexts.
Combined TAM 
and TPB (C-TAM- 
TPB)
This model combines the predictors of TPB with perceived usefulness from TAM to provide a hybrid 
model (Taylor & Todd, 1995a).
Model of PC
Utilisation
(MPCU)
Derived largely from Triandis's (1977) theory of human behaviour, this model represents a competing 
perspective to that proposed by TRA and TPB. Thompson, Higgins, and Howell (1991) adapted and 
refined Triandis's model for IS contexts and used the model to predict PC utilisation.
Innovation 
Diffusion Theory 
(IDT)
Grounded in sociology, IDT has been used since the 1960s to study a variety of innovations, ranging 
from agricultural tools to organisational innovations (Rogers, 1995; Tornatzky and Klein, 1982). W ithin  
information systems, M oore and Benbasat (1991) adapted the characteristics of innovations presented 
in Rogers and refined a set of constructs that could be used to study individual technology acceptance. 
M oore and Benbasat (1996) found support for the predictive validity of these innovation characteristics 
(Agarwal & Prasad, 1997; Karahanna, Straub & Chervany, 1999; Plouffe, Hulland & Vandenbosch, 2001).
Social Cognitive 
Theory (SCT)
One of the most powerful theories of human behaviour is social cognitive theory (Bandura, 1997). 
Compeau and Higgins (1995) applied and extended SCT to the context of com puter utilisation. This 
model studied computer use but the nature of the model and the underlying theory allow it to be 
extended to acceptance and use of information technology in general (Compeau, Higgins, & Huff, 1999).
Unified Theory 
of Acceptance 
and Use of 
Technology 
(UTAUT)
UTAUT has four key constructs (i.e., performance expectancy, effort expectancy, social influence and 
facilitating conditions) that influence behavioural intention to use a technology and/or technology use. 
UTAUT 2 looks beyond organisational contexts and incorporates three additional constructs: hedonic 
motivation, price value and habit (Venkatesh, Thong, Chan, Hu, & Brown, 2011; Venkatesh, Thong, & Xu, 
2012).
A d ap ted  fro m  Venkatesh e ta ! ., (2003)
6 6
In technology acceptance research, the common denominator between all models and 
relationships investigated is the inclusion of perceptions as independent variables. These 
perceptions differ significantly in definition and number in the various acceptance models. For 
instance, TRA posits that perceptions are different for each innovation (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975); 
the TAM utilises only two perceptions (Davis, 1989); while IDT deploys seven (Moore & 
Benbasat, 1991).
The examination of the predominant models was considered essential to identify 
frameworks that explain user acceptance of information systems. By reviewing these models an 
insight is gained on the factors that affect user acceptance. In total these models utilise 31 
constructs to explain technology adoption and predict behaviour and usage, as illustrated in 
Table 5. The definitions of the constructs can be found in Appendix A l.
Table 5: Summary of constructs used to explain user acceptance of IS
MODELS TRA TAM MM UTAUTTPB MPCU IDT SCT
TAM-
TPBCONSTRUCTS
Attitude Towards Behaviour
Subjective Norm
Perceived Usefulness
Perceived Ease of Use
Extrinsic Motivation
Intrinsic Motivation
Perceived Behavioural Control
Job-fit
Complexity
10. Long-term Consequences
11. Affect Towards Use
12. Social Factors
13. Facilitating Conditions
14. Relative Advantage
15. Ease of Use
16. Image
17. Visibility
18. Compatibility
19. Results Demonstrability
20. Voluntariness of Use
21. Outcome Expectations -  Performance
22. Outcome Expectations -  Personal
23. Self-efficacy
24. Affect
25. Anxiety
26. Performance Expectancy
27. Effort Expectancy
28. Social Influence
29. Hedonic Motivation
30. Price Value
31. Habit
67
The constructs presented do not belong exclusively to  a particular model nor do they 
represent unique notions that differentiate them distinctively from one another. There is some 
overlapping between some of the models as some constructs are used in more than one model. 
For instance, 'Subjective Norm' and 'Attitude towards Behaviour' are common denominators 
among three or more models. Additionally, some of the constructs have similar meanings and 
the definitions change only because of the context o f use. For example, 'Perceived Ease of Use' 
as used in TAM, 'Ease of Use' as used in IDT and 'Complexity' as used in MPCU all have striking 
resemblances (see Appendix A l)  and delineate the underlying notion that the level of difficulty 
will affect usage. Hence, regardless of the names assigned to  the constructs, the commonality 
among constructs is that they aim to  identify and measure the underpinning factors affecting 
user acceptance in a context o f use.
Model chosen for this study
Even though research on the acceptance and usage of information technology (IT) is 
considered to  be one of the most mature areas w ithin modern information system literature (Hu 
et al., 1999; Venkatesh et al., 2012), the selection of an appropriate model remains a persistent 
problem for researchers when introducing new technologies (Venkatesh et al., 2003). Over the 
years, a variety o f theoretical models have been applied, modified and integrated from diverse 
disciplines such as social psychology and sociology in order to  provide an understanding and 
predict the validated determinants of IT acceptance and usage (e.g. Benbasat & Zmud, 1999; 
Venkatesh et al., 2003). Consequently, a large number of theories and models posed difficulties 
for researchers when it was necessary to select an appropriate model fo r their objectives.
For instance, if a single model is selected for a specific objective/context then it seems 
to be ignorant o f the other models' contribution. Also it is not necessary for the constructs 
within the selected model to perform equally as they were applicable in previous studies. 
Consequently, selecting a specific model may produce overflow and underflow conditions. 
Overflow conditions exist when a model w ith all its constructs is applied and only a few  o f them 
produce significant results. In contrast, underflow conditions can exist when constructs within a 
single model are unable to  produce a significant outcome. One possible solution fo r this
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problem can be the selection of various constructs from multitude models and integration of 
them into an extended model. However, selecting a number of theories and constructs of 
interest w ith warranted theoretical underpinnings is considered to be a challenging task (e.g. 
Venkatesh et al., 2003). To establish an extended model in the present study, the researcher 
adopted an approach to select a number of constructs that were either relevant to  the specific 
context or produced significant results in previous literature (see section 4.4).
The present study uses a model based on TAM, one of the most prolific models used in 
IS literature. TAM has been extensively used by many researchers in the IS field, and some of the 
reasons for its popularity include its parsimonious structure, which provides an adequate 
explanation and prediction within a diverse sample, technologies, contexts and expertise level; 
the fact that this theoretical framework is supported by highly validated psychometric 
measurement scales; and finally, its contribution in strong empirical results to provide well- 
accepted explanatory power (i.e. 40% since its creation) (Hu et al., 1999; Mathieson, 1991; 
Szajna, 1996; Venkatesh & Bala, 2008). TAM has been used extensively fo r over 20 years, and it 
is considered a parsimonious and well-established theory (Lee, Kozar, & Larsen, 2003). Evidence 
to  that end is the fact that the first two articles by Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw (1989) and Davis 
(1989) are two of the most cited articles in IS acceptance theory (Lee et al., 2003; Venkatesh & 
Davis, 2000). TAM was specifically developed for predicting and explaining an individual's 
acceptance of computer technology in voluntary settings (Davis et al., 1989), but since its 
creation it has evolved (replicated and extended) and proved to be parsimonious beyond its 
originality, organisational context, computing technologies and user population (Agarwal & 
Prasad, 1999). For instance, it has measured intention in e-mail, voice mail, graphics (e.g. Adams 
et al., 1992; Karahanna & Straub, 1999), e-service (e.g. Shish & Fang, 2004), personal computer 
usage (e.g. Igbaria et al., 1995), DBMS (e.g. Szajna, 1994), manufacturing services (e.g. Lin & Wu, 
2004), spreadsheets (e.g. Mathieson, 1991; Venkatesh & Davis, 1996) and outside the 
technology adoption domain, like marketing (e.g. Dabholkar & Bagozzi, 2002) and advertising 
(e.g. Rodgers & Chen, 2002), to name only a few. Hence, one of the fundamental aspects 
establishing the importance of the TAM is that it has been applied in various ways in many 
different contexts. In a review of 18 years of TAM literature, Lee et al. describe this variance: 
"TAM has been applied to different technologies (e.g. word processors, e-mail, WWW, GSS, 
Hospital Information Systems), under different situations (e.g. time and culture), with different
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control factors (e.g. gender, organisational type and size) and different subjects (e.g. 
undergraduate students, MBAs, and knowledge workers), leading its proponents to believe in its 
robustness. Currently, researchers in the IS field consider TAM one of the information systems 
fields own theories, and still put much effort into the study of research using the theory" (Lee et 
al., 2003: 753).
This study uses a TAM-based model, which involves the principal beliefs of perceived 
usefulness (PU) and perceived ease of use (PEOU) as the most salient factors of predicting 
intention to use a technology. There have been numerous constructs used by different 
researchers to predict intention to  use a technology (King & He, 2006; Lee, Kozar, & Larsen, 
2003; Legris, Ingham, & Collerette, 2003); however, PEOU and PU have consistently 
demonstrated good explanatory power. The model o f this study, however, does not include 
Attitude (A) as in the initial conceptualisation of the TAM. The TAM and its theoretical basis TRA 
postulate that an individual has some beliefs which lead to the formation of an attitude that 
affects behavioural intention, which in turn results in behaviour. Both these models assume that 
Attitude mediates Beliefs and Behavioural Intention. However, unlike formulation of beliefs 
within TRA, the TAM suggests only two beliefs, PU and PEOU, to predict an individual's A 
towards using technology. In addition to their indirect effect on behavioural intention (Bl) via A, 
PU is also expected to exhibit a direct effect on Bl. However, it has been empirically shown that 
Attitude does not necessarily intervene between Beliefs and Behavioural Intention as there can 
be a direct Beliefs-lntention relationship (Davis, 1989). After evaluating the TAM in voluntary 
settings, Davis et al. (1989) found that the model predicted well expected explanatory power in 
intention (i.e. 45% at the start and 57% after 14 weeks), except for the partial mediation effect 
of construct A (i.e. weak relation between PU-A, and strong at PU-BI). Hence, in revision, they 
removed the A construct and established a direct link of beliefs over Bl (Davis et al., 1989), 
suggesting that attitude can be omitted if the desired impact o f beliefs on behaviour is 
warranted (e.g. Ajzen, 1991). This exclusion made the TAM more parsimonious and avoided the 
possibility of a mediating impact between behavioural beliefs and behaviour itself (e.g. Davis et 
al., 1989). In favour of omission of A, it has been argued that inclusion of A is seen as a lim itation 
rather than an advantage even in TPB (Chau & Hu, 2001) or UTAUT models (Venkatesh, Morris, 
Davis, & Davis, 2003). This study follows this line of thought and presumes no mediating effect 
o f Attitude between Beliefs and Behavioural Intention.
70
This study also does not include subjective norms (SN) in the model. Inclusion of SN due 
to unstable results remains a topic o f debate and confusion in IT acceptance and favours the 
TAM conceptualisation. Exclusion of the SN within the TAM to some extent is rational due to 
weak psychometric properties (e.g. Davis et al., 1989) and mixed results in literature i.e. 
significant and insignificant (e.g., Venkatesh et al., 2003; Taylor & Todd, 1995a; Lin, 2007). 
Originally the TAM as an adoption of TRA posits that attitude (A) predicts intention (Bl), and 
intention predicts behaviour (BU). However, unlike TRA, the TAM does not include SN as a 
determinant of Bl because of the uncertain theoretical and psychometric properties (Davis et al., 
1989). The use of SN in TRA was also cautioned by Fishbein & Ajzen (1975) who posit that SN 
can create theoretical and empirical problems due to  the difficulty of differentiating the direct 
effect of SN on Bl from the indirect effect via A. Also, Mathieson (1991), comparing the TAM and 
TPB, found that the TAM performed slightly better than the TPB because the TAM explained 
69% variance, whereas TPB explained 60% variance of Bl, and within TPB, the authors did not 
find a significant impact of SN over Bl. This supports the TAM's framework, which excludes SN 
and asserts that social pressure is an inherent part of behavioural beliefs and its explicit 
inclusion in a model only increases the model's complexity rather than the explanatory power to 
predict the intention (Davis et al., 1989). Mathieson's results were echoed by Chau & Hu (2002) 
who found the TAM to be slightly better than TPB at explaining Bl, i.e. TAM=40% and TPB=32%, 
and similar to  Mathieson's study, they found an insignificant impact of SN on Bl. Also studies by 
Shish & Fang (2004) and Lin (2007) noticed that the path between SN and Bl was insignificant 
suggesting that inclusion of SN only increased model complexity rather than explanatory power. 
Taylor & Todd (1995b) also presented an integrated model known as the augmented TAM 
(combination of TAM and TPB) models and similar to  the TAM, the augmented TAM produced 
an insignificant impact on SN. This study follows this line of thought and does not include the SN 
as one of the beliefs.
Literature also indicates that there is a link between PEOU and PU (Igbaria, Zinatelli, 
Gragg, & Cavaye, 1997; Lin, 2007; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). This mostly occurs when PEOU is 
not as a strong predictor o f Bl, but influences Bl via PU, PU being the more salient predictor of 
Bl. Other studies, however, have found an insignificant relationship between PEOU and PU 
(Bajaj & Nidumolu, 1998; Chau & Hu, 2001; Jackson, Chow, & Leitch, 1997; Lewis, Agarwal, & 
Sambamurthy, 2003; Subramanian, 1994), particularly in the first points o f contact w ith
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technology. Legris et al. (2003) in their meta-analysis o f TAM studies indicate a number of 
studies that have found insignificant relationships between PEOU and PU, indicating that PEOU 
can be a strong predictor o f Bl, even more so than PU, and hence not influence Bl via PU. PEOU 
seems to  be particularly important at the first point o f contact w ith technology, but not as much 
w ith repeated use (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1989; Zhang, Guo, & Chen, 2007). This study 
follows this line of thought and does not link PEOU to  PU as it expects PEOU to be equally 
important to PU in terms of their influence on Bl, particularly as our sample includes people with 
disabilities who often find difficulties in using websites that although potentially useful, they are 
not designed with accessibility in mind (Loiacono, Djamasbi, & Kiryazov, 2013; Puhretmair & 
Nussbaum, 2011; Smith, 2008).
As far as the dependent variable is concerned, this research looks at Bl rather than 
actual use. Acceptance research has attempted to explain and understand the determining 
factors o f system usage behaviour as the usage itself demonstrates system success (Agarwal & 
Prasad, 1997; DeLone & McLean, 1992). However, usage has been examined both in terms of 
actual system usage as well as intention to use a system. Despite the fact that intentions may 
change over time and the link between intention and use may be questioned (Bagozzi, 2007), 
prior studies have shown that intention is a sufficient predictor o f actual system use (Agarwal & 
Prasad, 1997; Davis et al., 1989; Ryan & Rao, 2008; van der Heijden, 2004b; Venkatesh & Davis,
2000). Ajzen and Fishbein (1980: 41) argue for this link by saying that "from our point o f view, 
intention is the immediate determinant of behaviour. And when an appropriate measure of 
intention is obtained it will provide the most accurate prediction of behaviour." This argument is 
further supported by Venkatesh et al. (2003: 427) who state that "the role o f intention as 
predictor o f behaviour is critical and has been well-established in IS and the reference 
disciplines". This study uses behavioural intention as the dependent variable and as Chau and 
Hu (2001:701) note, "considerable prior studies have reported a strong and significant causal 
link between behavioural intention and target behaviour ... Given this strong link, use of 
behavioural intention as a dependent variable to examine technology acceptance is theoretically 
justifiable."
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The constructs o f the proposed model are presented in section 4.4. In a complex context, 
the examination of additional factors is needed to  capture the complexity of the context (Sun & 
Zhang, 2006). Hence, in the current model the existence of a moderating factor is assumed, 
which is disability. Other moderating factors may also be involved, such as gender, age and 
experience. However, they will initially be viewed as confounding variables, unless statistical 
analysis indicates otherwise. The inclusion of disability as a moderator is important because it 
should indicate whether acceptance literature missed out on a decisive factor to  better explain 
it, or disabled users' requirements (perceptions) and disability (moderator) have no impact on 
system usage behaviour. The following section reviews some of the most discussed moderators 
in the literature in order to  obtain lessons learnt from their implementation in order to  avoid 
similar mistakes in proposing disability as a moderator.
4.3 THE ROLE OF MODERATORS
Various models attempt to explain and predict technology adoption using a number of 
constructs. However, one of the major reasons that there are inconsistencies between studies 
and models displaying limited explanatory power is the existence of moderating variables, such 
as experience and age (Lee et al., 2003; Sun & Zhang, 2006). To address these limitations, 
previous research has called for further investigation on moderating factors (Adams, Nelson, & 
Todd, 1992; Agarwal & Prasad, 1998; Venkatesh, Morris, Davis, & Davis, 2003).
A moderator is a variable that affects the direction and/or strength of a relationship 
between dependent and independent variables. Prior research on technology acceptance 
mostly focused on identifying mediating variables to  better explain the relationships between 
independent and dependent variables (Agarwal & Prasad, 1998). Mediating variables are 
essential to understanding a three-way relationship because the independent variable causes 
the mediating variable, which in turn affects the dependent variable. The difference between 
moderating and mediating variables is that mediating variables conceptually intervene in the A- 
B relationship, while moderating variables define and explain the strength and direction of the 
relationship as such. For this reason disability will be examined only fo r moderating effects as 
there is no rational for mediation. For example, if we look at PU and Bl it is possible to  say that
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the type of impairment (disability moderator) explains that if people w ith this impairment find 
the technology useful so they intend to  use it (moderation), but it is not possible to  say that 
because people find a technology useful and they intend to  use it then they have some type of 
impairment (mediation).
In this section, four of the most examined moderators in the technology acceptance field 
are reviewed, namely gender, age, experience and voluntariness (Venkatesh et al., 2003). While 
research has shown that these moderators are important and that they may influence the 
relationships between variables and hence technology acceptance, they are out o f the bounds 
of this study. This study is specifically looking at disability as a moderator, and all things being 
equal, the researcher wants to  see whether disability assists in better predicting behavioural 
intention to  use a system. The reason for reviewing these moderators, however, is to enhance 
our understanding of the impact of moderators in a given relationship, learn from the mistakes 
of their application and hence assist in the achievement of the second objective of this research, 
which is to  conceptualise disability as a moderator.
Gender
The first moderator this section examines is gender. One of the primary factors 
influencing individual differences and perceptions in terms of technology adoption is assumed in 
IS literature to be gender (Gefen & Straub, 1997; Nysveen & Thorbj0rnsen, 2005; Venkatesh & 
Morris, 2000; Venkatesh, Morris, & Ackerman, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2012). Different genders 
seem to have different adoption patterns and thought processes regarding technology 
acceptance. Table 6 provides an overview of the key literature that used gender as a moderator 
within technology acceptance.
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Table 6: Examples of gender as a moderator
Article Construct
Relationship
Hypothesis Status
Gefen and 
Straub, 1997
PEOU - U W om en's rating o f PEOU of e-mail will be higher than men's. NOT CONFIRMED
SPIR-PU
(Social Presence - 
P U -U  )
W om en will perceive Social Presence of e-mail to  be higher than  
men.
CONFIRMED
Venkatesh 
and Morris, 
2000
PEOU - Bl PEOU will influence Bl to use a system more strongly for wom en  
than it will influence men.
CONFIRMED
both short and long term
PEOU - PU PEOU will influence PU m ore strongly for men than it will influence 
wom en.
NOT CONFIRMED  
-  no gender differences 
either long or short term
S N -B I SN will influence Bl to  use a system more strongly for wom en than 
it will influence men.
CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et 
al., 2000
S N -B I As a determ inant of Bl to  use a system, SN will influence women 
m ore strongly than it will influence men.
CONFIRMED
PCB - Bl As a determ inant of Bl to use a system, PBC will influence women  
more than it will influence men.
CONFIRMED
P C B-U As a determ inant of usage behaviour, PBC will influence women  
more than it will influence men.
NOT CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et 
al., 2003
Social Influence - 
Bl
The influence of Social Influence on Bl will be m oderated by 
gender, such that the effect will be stronger for women, 
particularly older women.
CONFIRMED
Effort expectancy 
- Bl
The influence of effort expectancy on Bl will be m oderated by 
gender, age and experience, such th at the effect will be stronger 
for wom en, particularly younger wom en, and particularly at early 
stages of experience.
CONFIRMED
(effect decreasing over 
time with experience)
Venkatesh et 
al., 2004
PBC-BI For individuals identified as masculine, PBC will not have a 
significant influence on Bl to use the system.
CONFIRMED
PBC-BI For individuals identified as feminine, PBC will have a significant 
influence on Bl to use the system.
CONFIRMED
PBC-BI For individuals identified as androgynous, PBC will have a 
significant influence on Bl to use the system.
CONFIRMED
SN - Bl For individuals identified as masculine, SN will not have a 
significant influence on Bl to use the system.
CONFIRMED
SN - Bl For individuals identified as fem inine, SN will have a significant 
influence on Bl to use the system.
CONFIRMED
SN - Bl For individuals identified as androgynous, SN will have a significant 
influence on Bl to use the system.
CONFIRMED
Nysveen and 
Thorbj0rnsen 
,2 0 0 5
P EO U-B I PEOU will influence intention to use m obile chat services more 
strongly for wom en than for men.
NOT CONFIRMED
Normative 
Pressure - Bl
Normative Pressure will influence intention to use mobile chat 
services more strongly for wom en than for men.
CONFIRMED
Ong and Lai, 
2006
PEOU - U PEOU influences PU of e-learning more strongly for women than 
for men.
CONFIRMED
PEO U-BI PEOU influences Bl to use e-learning more strongly for wom en  
than for men.
NOT CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et 
al., 2012
FC -B I Gender will m oderate the effect o f facilitating conditions on 
behavioural intention.
CONFIRMED
H M -B I Gender will m oderate the effect of hedonic m otivation on 
behavioural intention.
CONFIRMED
P V -B I Gender will m oderate the effect of price value on behavioural 
intention.
CONFIRMED
H -B I Gender will m oderate the effect of habit on behavioural intention. CONFIRMED
H -U Gender will m oderate the effect of habit on technology use. | CONFIRMED
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While there is an abundance of studies examining technology acceptance, there is 
relatively limited research exploring the role of gender as a moderating factor. Sun and Zhang 
(2006) in their review of moderating factors summarised three major gender differences that 
are critical fo r user acceptance research:
First, men are more "pragmatic" than women. Compared to women, men are more task- 
oriented (Minton and Schneider, 1980) and motivated by achievement needs (Hoffman, 
1972). This is directly related to usefulness perception. Second, compared to men, women 
have higher computer anxiety and lower computer self-efficacy. This difference, is closely 
related to PEOU in that higher computer self-efficacy leads to lowering of ease of use 
perception (Venkatesh and Morris, 2000). Third, women have a greater awareness of other's 
feelings compared to men, and are therefore more likely to be influenced by others 
(Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). This difference is directiy reiated to the influence ofSNs" (2006: 
68).
This is a very accurate summary of the results of the existing literature; however, it fails 
to address a key lim itation. Past IS research has viewed gender as a biological, dichotomous 
construct. Today, the stereotypes of male and female have changed and so have the roles of 
genders in society (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). The balance seems to have shifted since women 
were incorporated into the workforce, which has resulted in a more independent attitude. Men 
may stay at home to bring up the children, which contradicts the male role stereotype 
(Venkatesh et al., 2004). Hence, a socio-cognitive rather than a biological approach to  gender 
seems more appropriate to explain the concept o f gender and capture the nuances of fem ininity 
and masculinity. Literature in psychology has long considered gender to  be a psychological 
construct (Bem, 1981), has provided different conceptualisations of femininity, masculinity and 
androgyny (Hunter, 1976), and has examined psychological and sociological dimensions of 
gender (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). IS research has failed to view gender spherically w ith only a 
few exceptions, such as the work by Venkatesh et al. in 2004. In that paper gender was 
examined as a psychological construct w ith four dimensions (feminine, masculine, androgynous 
and undifferentiated) to explain acceptance (Venkatesh et al., 2004). Still, that was the first step 
towards re-conceptualising gender in IS research.
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The review of literature on gender as a moderator in technology acceptance indicated a 
lim itation in its examination. In order to  consider disability as a moderator, it is critical to 
examine if the limitations of examining gender as a moderator are relevant to  examining 
disability as a moderator. This lim itation, which refers to  the view of gender as a dichotomous 
construct, could be relevant to  the present study if disability was conceptualised under the 
medical model approach. However, in this study disability is defined under the social model of 
disability, which admits to  multiple types and extents o f disability as well as the socio-cognitive 
distinction between impairment and disability. Hence, disability will not be reduced to  a 
quantified disabled/non-disabled notion; instead it will attempt to encapsulate the potential 
effect o f the multiple nuances of the construct to  technology acceptance.
Age
The second moderator this section examines is age. Age is also assumed to  play a 
significant role in individual technology adoption decisions. Age differences reflect different 
underlying rationales in technology usage (Agarwal & Prasad, 1999; Arning & Ziefle, 2007; Ha, 
Yoon, & Choi, 2007; Morris & Venkatesh, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2003). Table 7 provides an 
overview of the key literature using age as a moderator within technology acceptance.
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Table 7: Examples of age as a moderator
Article Construct
Relationship
Hypothesis Status
Age -  PU /  A relationships
Agarwal & Prasad, 1999 Length of tenure in 
the workforce - PU
The length of tenure in the workforce is 
negatively associated with usefulness beliefs 
about an information technology innovation.
NOT CONFIRMED
Morris & Venkatesh, 2000 Attitude Age is negatively related to attitude toward using 
technology in the short term .
CONFIRMED
Attitude Age is negatively related to  attitude toward using 
technology in the long term .
CONFIRMED
Attitude - Short-term  
use
Age moderates the relationship between  
attitude toward using technology and short-term  
usage, such that attitude toward using will be 
more salient for younger workers than older 
workers.
CONFIRMED
Attitude - Long-term  
use
Age moderates the relationship between  
attitude toward using technology and long-term  
usage, such that attitude toward using will be 
more salient for younger workers than older 
workers.
CONFIRMED
Pijpers et al., 2001; Pijpers 
& van M ontfort, 2005
PU Hypothesises a negative effect. CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et al., 2003 Performance 
Expectancy - Bl
The influence of performance expectancy on Bl 
will be m oderated by age, such th at the effect 
will be stronger for younger workers.
CONFIRMED
Yang et al., 2005 PU Age negatively influences PU of m-commerce. CONFIRMED
Porter & Donthu, 2006 PU Perceived usefulness associated with the 
internet is lower for individuals who are older.
NOT CONFIRMED
Arning & Ziefle, 2007 PU Individual variables (age) are related to PU. 
Young adults report a higher usefulness.
CONFIRMED
Age -  PEOU relationship
Agarwal & Prasad, 1999 Length of tenure in 
the workforce - PEOU
The length of tenure in the workforce is 
negatively associated w ith ease of use beliefs 
about an information technology innovation.
NOT CONFIRMED
Morris & Venkatesh, 2000 PBC Age is positively related to  PBC in the short term . CONFIRMED
PBC Age is positively related to  PBC in the long term . CONFIRMED
PBC- Short-term  use Age m oderated the relationship between PBC 
and short-term  usage, such that PBC will be 
m ore salient for older workers than younger 
workers.
CONFIRMED
PBC- Short-term  use Age m oderated the relationship between PBC 
and short-term  usage, such that PBC will be 
m ore salient for older workers than younger 
workers.
CONFIRMED
Pijpers et al., 2001; Pijpers 
& van M ontfort, 2005
PEOU Hypothesises a negative effect. CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et al., 2003 Effort Expectancy - Bl The influence of effort expectancy on Bl will be 
m oderated by age, such that the effect will be 
stronger for younger workers.
CONFIRMED
Yang, 2005 PEOU Age negatively influences PEOU of m -commerce. NOT CONFIRMED
Porter & Donthu, 2006 PEOU Age is negatively associated with perceived ease 
of use of the internet.
CONFIRMED
Arning & Ziefle, 2007 PEOU Individual variables (age) are related to PEOU. 
Young adults report a higher ease of use.
CONFIRMED
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Age -  Other constructs relationship
Morris & Venkatesh, 2000 Short-term  usage Age is negatively related to short-term  usage. CONFIRMED
Long-term usage Age is negatively related to long-term usage. CONFIRMED
SN Age is positively related to SN in the short term . CONFIRMED
SN Age is positively related to SN in the long term . CONFIRMED
SN- Short-term  use Age m oderates the relationship between SN and 
short-term  use, such that SN will be more salient 
for older workers than younger workers.
CONFIRMED
SN - long-term use Age does not m oderate the relationship between  
SN and long-term use.
CONFIRMED
Age - Short-term  
usage
The effect of age on short-term usage will be 
fully m ediated by attitude toward using 
technology, SN and PBC.
CONFIRMED
Age - Long-term use The effect of age on long-term usage will be fully 
m ediated by attitude toward using technology, 
SN and PBC.
CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et al., 2003 Social Influence - Bl The influence of social influence on Bl will be 
m oderated by age, such that the effect will be 
stronger for older workers.
CONFIRMED
Facilitating Conditions 
- Use
The influence of facilitating conditions on usage 
will be m oderated by age, such that the effect 
will be stronger for older workers.
CONFIRMED
Arning & Ziefle, 2007 STC Individual variables (age) are related to  the 
subjective technical confidence (STC). Young 
adults report a higher subjective technical 
confidence.
CONFIRMED
Navigation Young adults perform better in navigational 
tasks.
CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et al., 2012 FC -B I Age will m oderate the effect of facilitating 
conditions on behavioural intention.
CONFIRMED
HM - Bl Age will m oderate the effect o f hedonic 
m otivation on behavioural intention.
CONFIRMED
P V -B I Age will m oderate the effect of price value on 
behavioural intention.
CONFIRMED
H -B I Age will m oderate the effect of habit on 
behavioural intention.
CONFIRMED
H -U Age will m oderate the effect of habit on 
technology use.
CONFIRMED
It is com m on am ong IS research Investigating age and technology adoption  to  v iew  age 
as a single dim ension variable th a t is defined by tim e  (chronological o rd er). H ow ever, M orris  
and Venkatesh (2000 ) raise concerns th a t age can be in te rp reted  in d iffe ren t ways:
Such as "psychological age" (defined as the ability of one to relate successfully to his or 
her environment or change therein) or "social age" (defined as the examination one's roles and 
behaviour and the degree to which those behaviours are consistent with the expectations for the
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individual's chronological age group)" (2000: 397). Hence, more research is needed to  further 
explain this issue.
The review of age as a moderator reveals a key issue regarding its examination. It refers 
to the implication of the definitional approach to age, where actual age may be different from 
perceived age. Age cannot simply be understood in chronological order because it is subject to 
psychological and social age. Similarly, disability cannot be understood according to  the degree 
of impairment as it is a social construct that may or may not be relevant to the type or extent of 
impairment.
Experience
The third moderator this section examines is experience. The need to examine 
moderators in the technology acceptance area was strongly put forward by Agarwal and Prasad 
(1998). They argue that while both the TAM and TRA assume the existence of a mediating 
construct between perceptions and adoption decisions (attitude), none explicitly examines 
moderating influences in this relationship. Szajna (1996) compares and contrasts TAM 1 and 
TAM 2 as pre- and post-adoption exercise and flags experience as an important moderating 
factor to  be examined in the future. King and He (2006) in their meta-analysis o f the technology 
acceptance model conclude that the correlations between the TAM variables may be strong; 
however, the considerable variability can be explained through moderator effects. In particular, 
they mention the role of experience as an important factor in influencing TAM relationships and 
determining intentions of technology usage. Igbaria et al (1997) argue that experience may be 
one of the moderating factors that there are inconsistencies between the linkages of PEOU and 
AT, and Bl and usage. Adams et al (1992) points out that experience influences PU and PEOU in 
the early stages (pre-adoption) while the post-experience PEOU is not as significant and that it 
may also mediate the relationship between PEOU and usage. It becomes clear then that 
experience is one of the important factors that influence technology acceptance and therefore it 
is important to review in what ways this occurs.
In the IS field, it is primarily assumed that experience has a positive influence on the 
behavioural constructs of PU and PEOU. With regard to PU, it is expected that an experienced 
technology user will be more positively predisposed towards the usefulness of technology than
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an inexperienced user. With regard to PEOU, experienced users will find new technology 
relatively easier to use than inexperienced users. While these arguments appear self-explicable, 
research indicates that there are discrepancies among results. These can be attributed, for 
instance, to differences in the setting (voluntary or not) (Taylor & Todd, 1995), the type of 
technology examined (Agarwal & Prasad, 1999) or methodological biases (Arning & Ziefle, 2007). 
Table 8 provides an overview of key references in the literature that have examined experience 
as a moderator.
T a b le  8: Examples of experience as a moderator
Article Construct
Relationship
Hypothesis Status
Experience Perceived Usefulness /  Attitude Relationship
Taylor & 
Todd,1995a
PU and A -  Bl Beliefs and attitudes correlate more strongly with  
behaviour for people who have had direct experience 
with an object, suggesting a stronger influence of PU and 
A on Bl and subsequent behaviour for experienced users.
NOT CONFIRMED
P U -A The path from  PU to A will be stronger for experienced 
users.
NOT CONFIRMED
Igbaria & 
llvari, 1995
PU H id  predicts that computer experience will have a 
positive direct effect on PU.
CONFIRMED
Agarwal & 
Prasad, 1999
PU The extent of prior experience with similar technologies 
is positively associated with usefulness beliefs about an 
information technology innovation.
NOT CONFIRMED
Gefen,
Karahanna, & 
Straub,
2003a
P U -B I The link between PU of the website and the purchase 
intentions is stronger among repeat customers than 
among potential customers.
CONFIRMED
Yang, 2005 Technology
cluster
Consumer past adoption of technologies closely related 
to m-commerce; positively influences PU of m- 
commerce.
CONFIRMED
Karahanna, 
Agarwal, & 
Angst, 2006
Compatibility 
with prior 
experience -  PU
Beliefs about the compatibility of a technology with prior 
experience; positively influence beliefs about its 
usefulness.
NOT CONFIRMED
McFarland & 
Hamilton, 
2006
PU Prior experience will have a positive, direct relationship 
with perceived usefulness.
CONFIRMED
Castaneda, 
Munoz-Leiva, 
& Luque, 
2007
P U -A The effect of PU on attitude is significantly higher in 
website users with more internet experience.
CONFIRMED
P U -B I The effect of PU on intention to  use is significantly higher 
in website users w ith more in ternet experience.
CONFIRMED
P U -A The effect of PU on attitude is significantly higher in 
website users with more website experience.
CONFIRMED
P U -B I The effect of PU on intention to  use is significantly higher 
in website users with more website experience.
CONFIRMED
Arning & 
Ziefle, 2007
PU Individual variables (expertise) are related to PU. Experts 
report higher usefulness.
NOT CONFIRMED
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Experience -  PEOU Relationship
Igbaria and 
llvari, 1995
PEOU H lc  predicts that com puter experience will have a 
positive direct effect on PEOU.
CONFIRMED
Taylor and 
Todd ,1995a
PBC - Bl For experienced users, Bl is expected to fully m ediate the  
PBC-B relationship.
CONFIRMED
P B C -B For inexperienced users PBC may directly influence B 
since it is this direct experience that makes the influence 
of control factors apparent.
CONFIRMED
P E O U -A The path from  PEOU to  A will be stronger for 
inexperienced users.
CONFIRMED
Agarwal and 
Prasad, 1999
PEOU The extent of prior experience with similar technologies 
is positively associated with ease of use beliefs about an 
information technology innovation.
CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et 
al., 2003
Effort
Expectancy -  
Bl
The influence of effort expectancy on Bl will be 
m oderated by experience, such that the effect will be 
stronger at the early stages of experience.
CONFIRMED
Gefen et al., 
2003a
Familiarity -  
PEOU
The link between fam iliarity and PEOU is likely to  be 
stronger among repeat customers than among potential 
customers.
NOT CONFIRMED
Yang, 2005 Technology
cluster
Consumer past adoption o f technologies closely related  
to m-commerce; positively influences PEOU of m- 
commerce.
CONFIRMED
McFarland and 
Hamilton, 2006
PEOU Prior experience will have a positive, direct relationship 
with perceived ease of use.
CONFIRMED
Karahanna et 
al., 2006
Compatibility 
with prior 
experience -  
PEOU
Beliefs about the compatibility of a technology with prior 
experience positively influence beliefs about its ease of 
use.
CONFIRMED
Arning and 
Ziefle, 2007
PEOU Individual variables (expertise) are related to  PEOU. 
Experts report higher ease of use.
NOT CONFIRMED
Castaneda et 
al., 2007
P E O U -A The effect of PEOU on attitude is significantly lower in 
website users w ith m ore internet experience.
CONFIRMED
P E O U -A The effect of PEOU on attitude is significantly lower in 
website users with more website experience.
CONFIRMED
Experience -  Other Constructs
Taylor and 
Todd ,1995a
S N -B I The relative influence of SN on intentions is expected to  
be stronger for potential users with no prior experience 
since they are more likely to rely on the reactions of 
others in forming their intentions.
CONFIRMED
Igbaria and 
llvari, 1995
Computer
anxiety
H lb  predicts that com puter experience will have a 
negative direct effect on com puter anxiety.
CONFIRMED
Self-efficacy H la  predicts that com puter experience will have a 
positive direct effect on computer self-efficacy.
CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et 
al., 2003
Facilitating 
Conditions -  
Usage
The influence of facilitating conditions on usage will be 
moderated by experience, such that the effect will be 
stronger, particularly w ith increasing experience.
CONFIRMED
Social
Influence -  Bl
The influence of social influence on Bl will be m oderated  
by experience, such th at the effect will be stronger in the  
early stages of experience.
CONFIRMED
Gefen et al., 
2003a
Trust -  Bl The link between trust in an a priori trustworthy e- 
vendor and purchase intentions is stronger among 
potential customers than among repeat customers.
CONFIRMED
Disposition to  
tru s t-T ru s t
The link between disposition to trust and trust in the e- 
vendor is stronger among potential customers than 
among repeat customers.
CONFIRMED
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McFarland and 
Hamilton, 2006
Computer
efficacy
Prior experience will have a positive, direct relationship 
w ith com puter efficacy.
CONFIRMED
Arning and 
Ziefle, 2007
STC Individual variables (expertise) are related to  subjective 
technical confidence (STC). Experts report higher 
subjective technical confidence.
NOT CONFIRMED
Navigational
tasks
Experts perform  better in navigational tasks. NOT CONFIRMED
Experience -  Behavioural In tention Relationship
Taylor and 
Todd, 1995a
B l - B Direct experience will result in a stronger, m ore stable 
behavioural intention-behaviour relationship.
CONFIRMED
McFarland and 
Hamilton, 2006
Use Prior experience will have a positive, direct relationship 
with system usage.
CONFIRMED
Klopping and 
McKinney,
2006
Bl Actual e-com merce shopping experience has a positive 
direct effect on future intention to shop online.
CONFIRMED
Bl The indirect effects of actual e-com merce shopping 
experience have a stronger impact on intention to shop 
online than the direct effect.
CONFIRMED
Bl Actual e-com merce shopping experience has significant 
m oderating effects on the intention to  shop online.
NOT CONFIRMED  
statistically but there is a 
trend in th e  positive 
direction
Bl The m oderating effect o f actual e-commerce shopping 
experience on the intention to  shop online is stronger for 
task-technology fit than for playfulness or self-efficacy.
CONFIRMED
Bl The combined direct and indirect effects of related e- 
commerce shopping experiences (retail, catalogue or 
technology) are much less significant than the combined 
direct and indirect effects o f actual e-commerce 
shopping experience.
CONFIRMED
Venkatesh et 
al., 2012
Bl Experience will m oderate the  effect of behavioural 
in tention on use.
CONFIRMED
Sun and Zhang (2006) in their review of literature point out that experience is measured 
and perceived in different ways in different pieces of research, in cross-sectional studies, 
experience is measured on Likert scales to  indicate the level of users' fam iliarity w ith the 
application, while on longitudinal studies experience is considered as a dichotomous construct. 
In the latter case, non-experience is assumed in the pre-adoption phase of a given technology; 
after training, experience is presumed in the post-adoption analysis. However, authors argue 
that there is no clear definition of experience provided to date and that domain-specific 
conceptualisation of experience is required.
Hence, the difficulties with examining experience as a moderator focus on definitional 
and measurement biases. To avoid similar pitfalls within this study, disability is conceptualised 
according to the social model definitional framework. This choice indicates also the
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measurement method. In particular, it does not follow  the medical model dichotomy of 
disabled/non-disabled; instead it deploys the International Classification of Functioning, 
Disability and Health (IGF) model of measuring disability as a derivative of the social model 
definition of disability.
Voluntariness
The fourth moderator this section examines is voluntariness. Moore and Benbasat 
define voluntariness as "the degree to which use of the innovation is perceived as being 
voluntary or of free w ill" (1991: 195). They point out that within an organisational context, 
though the use of a system may be presented as voluntary, some users may indeed feel a 
degree of social pressure, a level o f compulsion to  use the system. Therefore it is not only the 
presentation from the management part regarding the voluntariness of the system use, it is 
rather the perceived voluntariness from the user end that may influence the acceptance 
decision. A later study by Hartwick and Barki (1994) using a TRA-based model further identified 
differences between mandatory and voluntary system users. Other studies found significant 
results when examining voluntariness as a moderator (Agarwal & Prasad, 1997; Anderson, 
Schwager, & Kerns, 2006; Karahanna, Straub, & Chervany, 1999; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). 
While initially the construct was viewed as dichotomous, later research identified degrees of 
voluntariness and consequential implications (Moore & Benbasat, 1991). In effect, evidence 
suggests that especially in an organisational context voluntariness is perceived differently and to 
different extents by individuals regardless of the voluntariness presented by the parties that 
introduce the new technology. As voluntariness conceptually entails some form of social 
pressure, it has mostly been used in TRA models that include SN as a basic construct (Hartwick & 
Barki, 1994; Karahanna et al., 1999). To better explain the phenomenon, Kelman's theories of 
compliance have also been used to suggest that individuals may publicly conform to  use the 
technology but not necessarily personally accept the technology (Karahanna et al., 1999).
Similar to  the limitations of some of the other moderators reviewed, voluntariness was 
initially viewed as a dichotomous construct but then evolved to  a multidimensional construct. 
Disability has also evolved from a dichotomous (medical model approach) to  a multidimensional 
construct (social approach) and this is the approach adopted in the present study as it looks
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beyond the disabled/non-disabled threshold by acknowledging the various facets of the 
concept.
Summary
The review of the four most expounded moderators in the IS literature revealed two 
common denominators, namely two key limitations in their function. The first common 
limitation refers to definitions. In all cases definitions were initially insufficiently defined and 
therefore the results were tricky to  compare and contrast, particularly during the conceptual 
development of the moderators and their evolution from dichotomous to  multidimensional 
constructs. This progress has proven to  be key to the better explanation and understanding of 
the various effects o f the moderators in given relationships between variables. This lim itation 
will be addressed following the conceptual development of disability, which initially adopted the 
dichotomous approach as well (medical model), but gradually depicted the multiple aspects of 
the notion. The second lim itation regards methodological biases. The measurement and analysis 
of moderators has not always been consistent as the same constructs are sometimes measured 
as dichotomous and sometimes in scales. This research under the social model of disability does 
not follow the medical model dichotomy of disabled/non-disabled; instead it deploys the widely 
accepted ICF model o f measuring disability (Dahl, 2002; Hemmingsson & Jonsson, 2005; 
Schuntermann, 2005; Ustun, Chatterji, Bickenbach, Kostanjsek, & Schneider, 2003; World Health 
Organization, 2001), which acknowledges multiple aspects o f the construct.
The review of moderators proved essential to understand their role and functionality 
within different models and most importantly to  identify the pitfalls in their implementation. 
This helps towards a more coherent conceptualisation, definition and application of the 
proposed moderator (disability). To address these limitations, disability is not conceptualised as 
a dichotomous variable, but rather as a multifaceted construct and the measurement is 
representative of that approach.
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Disability as a moderator
Over the years there have been a number of models and constructs used to  explain 
technology acceptance; however, the presence of moderating factors has contributed to 
inconsistencies observed in terms of their explanatory power (Lee et al., 2003; Sun & Zhang, 
2006). To the author's knowledge, disability has not been examined as a moderating factor to 
date. This thesis posits that the presence of disability may play a role in formulating the core 
beliefs o f the TAM, i.e. PU and PEOU. There can be a direct link between PU, PEOU and their 
antecedents as conceptualised in different contexts of use, but we believe that the direction and 
strength of that relationship will be defined by disability. In the particular context o f tourism, we 
posit three antecedents to the core TAM beliefs, two to  PU (Content Requirements and Trust) 
and one to PEOU (Usability Requirements) (see next section 4.4 for details). While these three 
antecedents may be important for all tourists, they are particularly important fo r people with 
disabilities (as identified in section 2.2). Hence, we propose that the relationship between these 
antecedents and the core TAM beliefs will be mediated by the presence of disability in the 
context of the tourism web. Also, in our effort to propose disability as a moderator, we 
reviewed other moderators in the literature to learn from drawbacks in their implementation. 
To that end we address the two limitations identified in the following fashion. First, we did not 
conceptualise disability as a dichotomous construct; instead, using the social model definitional 
framework (section 1.1.1) we acknowledge the range of abilities/disabilities present that 
constitute disability as a multidimensional construct. Second, we follow a measurement method 
congruent w ith our conceptual definition. Although, disability has not been examined yet within 
technology acceptance and therefore there cannot be measurement discrepancies w ithin this 
body of literature, operationalisation of disability has been varied w ithin disability studies, 
particularly during the conceptual transition from the medical to  the social model o f disability. 
This study uses measures according to the ICF model as proposed by the United Nations (1998), 
which stresses the activity lim itation w ithout labelling the individual as handicapped or limited. 
Hence, we propose that disability (as conceptualised under the social model definitional 
framework and measured in a manner that reflects this conceptualisation) acts as a moderator 
between the PU, PEOU and their antecedents w ithin the context o f accessible tourism.
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4.4 THE RESEARCH FRAMEWORK
In this section, the requirements of travellers w ith impairments are elaborated on as an 
extension of chapters 2 and 3. Then, the link between these requirements and the determinants 
o f technology acceptance are drawn, resulting in the proposed research framework. Though the 
TAM has been successful in predicting user adoption behaviour generally, it has not been used 
to  examine the behaviour o f users w ith disabilities (Loiacono et al., 2013). In fact, the 
acceptance literature suggests that the TAM may need tailoring for populations w ith specific 
needs (Djamasbi, Fruhling, & Loiacono, 2009; Hu, Chau, Liu Sheng, & Kar, 1999). Some studies 
have shown that including relevant population-specific factors, in addition to those already in 
the TAM, can provide a better explanation of acceptance behaviour (Djamasbi et al., 2009; 
Holden & Karsh, 2010). Hence, the model to  be deployed in this research is based on the TAM 
and it investigates five perceptions, namely Content Requirements, Trust, Usability 
Requirements, Perceived Usefulness (PU) and Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU). In addition to  the 
two perceptions traditionally examined in the TAM (PU and PEOU), three further perceptions 
were added to the model. These three perceptions derive from the context of the technology 
examined and disabled user requirements of an accessible tourism system.
4.4 .1  CONTENT REQUIREMENTS
Addressing inform ation/content requirements is fundamental for people with 
disabilities. While accessible infrastructure is critical for tourism participation (Puhretmair, 
2004), information provision about accessible facilities at destinations is equally significant 
(Imrie & Kumar, 1998; McKercher et al., 2003; Shaw et al., 2005; Stumbo & Pegg, 2005; Turco et 
al., 1998; Yau et al., 2004) to enable people w ith disabilities to  actively make informed decisions 
and to engage in travel (Cavinato & Cuckovich, 1992; Darcy, 1998; Darcy & Daruwalla, 1999). 
Even if tourism facilities are accessible, unless they provide rich and detailed content that meets 
the needs of disabled tourists, prospective travellers will be unable to  engage in the decision­
making process (Capability Scotland, 2002). Richness of information is a key content 
requirement. Information should be comprehensive and should also entail all accessible tourism 
components (Yau et al., 2004).
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Tourism organisations should be actively engaged in providing this information as 
information about individual accessible facilities per se is not sufficient fo r planning a holistic 
travel experience (Darcy, 1998), Displaying accessibility information about the interconnection 
of individual accessible facilities (Israeli, 2002) should demonstrate accessibility paths within the 
destination, enabling disabled tourists to  plan their travel experiences holistically. The need for 
detailed information is more intense within the highest degree of disability, where severe 
disabilities have more complicated access requirements. However, the higher the level of 
accessibility requirements, the more the provision of specialised and detailed information tends 
to  be inadequate (M iller & Kirk, 2002).
Reliability is also of vital importance for disabled travellers (Cavinato & Cuckovich, 1992) 
as the lack of reliable and accurate information can deter them from travelling altogether 
(Darcy, 1998; Darcy & Daruwalla, 1999; Stumbo & Pegg, 2005). The need for objective 
measurements using reliable assessments and reporting mechanisms rather than prescriptive 
information was first introduced by Darcy (1998) and aimed to empower disabled people to 
make their own decisions with regard to  their own abilities and preferences. Objective 
measurements therefore allow disabled people to  judge whether a facility or destination is 
suitable to their respective needs and abilities rather than relying on the perception of the 
facility assessor. Offering objective and absolute measurements is critically important, especially 
for those at the high level of impairments who are often restricted by the "veto" principle. 
"Veto" is regarded as the absolute minimal prerequisite that allows a person to enter a building 
or make use of a service (Israeli, 2002).
There is a wide spectrum of tourism information relating to accessibility, ranging from 
generic tourism content provided e.g. by DMOs to accessibility-specific content e.g. provided by 
national, regional or local accessibility schemes (Eichhorn et al., 2008). The quality of this 
information is variable and disabled people are often disappointed to  find destinations or 
facilities providing misleading information either through negligence or eager promotional 
tactics. Accuracy of content is of paramount importance and a basic requirement. Only trained 
specialists are able to  perform accurate measurements based on the understanding of disabled 
people's requirements. This need is more intense as information regarding tourism accessibility 
is highly fragmented and scattered among different industry players. Ray and Ryder (2003)
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investigated the preferred sources of travel information used by disabled travellers. Word-of- 
mouth, internet and travel guides are the most deployed sources of information. However, the 
informational needs of these markets are not satisfactorily met as the reliability and adequacy 
varies considerably. Thus, disabled travellers need to utilise multiple information sources as the 
quality o f information given in single sources is usually insufficient, only partially accurate or 
inaccessible (Daniels, Drogin, Ellen, & Wiggins, 2005; Darcy, 1998; McKercher et al., 2003).
While some of these content requirements may be important for all people, they are 
critical fo r people with disabilities because unless they are satisfied, people with disabilities may 
not be able to  participate in tourism. Hence, we hypothesise that content requirements will 
have a positive effect on PU.
•  H I: Content requirements will have a positive effect on PU
4.4.2 TRUST
Trust has been conceptualised in many different ways by previous research: several 
authors make note of this variance and literature reveals three main views of the construct 
(Gefen et al., 2003a; Lewis & Weigert, 1985; McKnight, Cummings, & Chervany, 1998).
First there are researchers who view trust as a set of specific/trusting beliefs, which 
assume that the trustee has attributes beneficial to the trustor such as integrity and 
benevolence (Doney & Cannon, 1997; Ganesan, 1994; Komiak & Benbasat, 2004). Trusting 
beliefs are associated with cognitive trust, which assumes that the trustor makes a rational 
choice to  trust the trustee after evaluating the risks involved in doing so. It is a process that 
implies that the trustor has consciously calculated the advantages and disadvantages of the 
trustee, and has developed rational expectations that the trustee has attributes that encourage 
trust (Komiak & Benbasat, 2006).
Secondly, trust has been viewed as a general belief, also mentioned as trusting 
intentions (Gefen, 2000; Hosmer, 1995; McKnight et al., 1998). Trusting intention refers to  "the 
trustor's willingness to depend on a trustee on a given situation" (Komiak & Benbasat, 2006: 
943) or "the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to  the actions of another" (Mayer, Davis, &
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Schoorman, 1995: 712). Effectively, trust under this viewpoint examines the intention of the 
trustor to  trust the trustee when a generic belief that the trustee is trustworthy exists.
Thirdly, another stream of research views trust from an affective standpoint, also called 
disposition to trust/emotional trust. It has been defined as "feelings of confidence and security 
in the caring response" (Rempel, Holmes, & Zanna, 1985: 96), "the extent to which a person 
displays a tendency to be willing to depend on others across a broad spectrum of situations and 
persons" (Komiak & Benbasat, 2006: 943) as well as "the extent to  which one feels secure and 
comfortable about relying on the trustee" (Komiak & Benbasat, 2004). Emotional trust can be 
irrational as it refers more to  a feeling that the trustee can be depended upon, separate from 
any explicit evidence that may suggest so. There is also a distinction between emotional and 
affect-based trust as the latter refers to  "... emotional elements and social skills o f the trustees. 
Care and concern for the welfare of partners form the basis for affect-based trust" 
(Kanawattanachai & Yoon, 2002:190). The main difference between the two lies within the fact 
that emotional trust refers to  the behaviour o f trusting from the trustor's standpoint, while 
affect-based trust is focused on the trustee's influence on the trustor.
Trust as a general belief or disposition to trust/emotionai trust are unsuitable fo r this 
study because they view trust from the trustor's point of view, examining his/her willingness to 
be vulnerable and the level of comfort to rely on the trustee. In this study, the focus is on the 
technology/e-vendor and not the personal characteristics of the user. Hence, trust as 
specific/trusting beliefs and in particular knowledge-based trust is important fo r this study as 
the purpose is to  examine whether the particular technology/e-vendor is perceived as 
trustworthy when users, by rationally evaluating the technology/e-vendor, recognise beneficial 
attributes. Trustors can better predict and interpret the behaviour o f the other party when they 
have prior knowledge about the other party (Doney, Cannon, & Mullen, 1998; Luhmann, 1979). 
Gefen (2000) argues that familiarity with the e-vendor increases trust in the e-vendor. Research 
on online accommodation transactions found that a well-known brand image has an effect on 
consumers' overall purchase decisions (Fam, Foscht, & Collins, 2004). Disneyland is a famous 
destination worldwide based on the very strong Disney brand. Thus, even if users have not 
already used the website, it is safe to assume that they will be familiar w ith the brand.
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Additionally, according to  DisneylandParis (July 2004), Disneyland Resort Paris has:
received the "Tourism and Handicap Label" from the Association fo r Tourism and
Handicap;
•  signed the National Charter for Accessibility w ith the French government;
•  won the "Best Disabled Facility Award" at the Group Leisure Award Dinner in the UK;
and
•  has 40,000 disabled visitors each year.
All these achievements indicate that people w ith disabilities have reasons to  trust the e- 
vendor and the technology that facilitates the interaction between the e-vendor and the users
because with a trustworthy e-vendor confusion about the website procedures is reduced 
(Gefen, 2000).
Prior studies have discussed trust within the TAM and online business settings (Gefen, 
Karahanna, & Straub, 2003a, 2003b; Pavlou, 2003; Pavlou & Gefen, 2004; Saeed, Hwang, & Yi, 
2003; Wu, Zhao, Zhu, Tan, & Zheng, 2011). Trust has been examined and confirmed as an 
antecedent of PU (Egea & Gonzalez, 2011; Pavlou, 2003; Reid & Levy, 2008; Tung, Chang, & Chou, 
2008; Wu & Chen, 2005). Especially in an online environment, consumers' perceived usefulness of 
a website is based on the sellers behind the website (Gefen et al., 2003b; Pavlou & Gefen, 2004). 
Trusting the e-vendor and the information provided is critical, especially for tourism websites, due 
to the intangibility o f the product (Zillifro & Morais, 2004). In the context of tourism destination 
websites, information is proven to  be one of the major determinants of website usefulness (Jung 
& Baker, 1998; Kaplanidou & Vogt, 2006). In the case of people with disabilities, trust in 
information is even more critical to engage in travel because there are not always suitable 
alternatives to  compensate for incorrect information. We hence hypothesise that users who trust 
the e-vendor and the information provided as well as the technology that facilitates the 
transaction will find the website useful.
•  H2: Trust will have a positive effect on PU
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4.4.3 USABILITY
Usability measures the quality o f the user experience when interacting w ith a system 
(Nielsen, 1993b). It refers to  the ease of using the interactive displays and controls that serve as 
the user interface to a computing system (Murphy, Norman, & Moshinsky, 1999). Every system 
and especially every user is different so usability requirements vary according to the type and 
purpose of the system and the characteristics of the users (Nielsen, 1997a). With regard to  users 
w ith impairments, it is important to  be able to  interact w ith a system and obtain the desirable 
system output. The acknowledgement of the importance of the output display dates back to  the 
1970s, when Swanson (1974) included the "Readability" variable to measure IS appreciation 
among user managers. Benbasat and Schroeder (1977) also identified the form of presentation 
of information as a critical independent variable to  system acceptance. Similar variables have 
been used in research that did not have acceptance as the dependent variable; rather they used 
the more generic MIS or more recently e-commerce success (DeLone & McLean, 1992, 2004). 
However, to  explain success, the notion of output display through the years has been 
incorporated in different constructs. Zmud (1978) included "Report Format" as an information 
quality measure while Ahituv (1980) used "Formatting" as a variable to  measure information 
value. Hamilton and Chervany (1981) proposed "System Flexibility" among others to  measure 
system quality. Olson and Lucas (1982) proposed "Report Appearance" as measures of 
information quality in office automation systems. Parsons, Zeisser, & Waitman (1998), coming 
from a marketing background, view "Customisation Opportunities" as a way to add value to  the 
user. Output display has also been mentioned as "Content Quality" and "Perceived 
Attractiveness" referring to the characteristics and presentation of information in an e- 
commerce system (van der Heijden, 2003; Von Dran, Zhang, & Small, 1999; Zhang, Keeling, & 
Pavur, 2000). Similarly, Von Dran et al. (1999) employ "Content Presentation" referring to  the 
organisation and presentation of the information as well as to the extent a user controls and 
personalises the content. Barua, Whinston, & Yin (2000) and Molla and Licker (2004) used 
content personalisation as e-commerce success measure.
A system that is regarded usable and scores high on usability scales by users is 
considered easy to use (Nielsen, 1993b), and even if it does not have high scores, it can still
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influence perceptions of ease of use (Acton & Golden, 2003; Coursaris, Hassaneinb, Headb, & 
Bontis, 2012; Hausman & Siekpe, 2009). While human-computer interaction researchers assume 
utility and focus more on the experience of usability (actual), TAM researchers focus on utility 
and note that perceptions of usability can influence acceptance (Grudin, 2012). Studies have 
also found a significant direct relationship between usability and PEOU (Chen & Tan, 2004; 
Smith, 2008).
This can be particularly relevant to  people w ith disabilities as, fo r instance, they may 
face challenges navigating websites due to  difficulties with sight, cognitive functions or motor- 
skills (Becker, 2004; Hawthorn, 2000). Since the usability of a website can be a predictor of 
success (Agarwal & Venkatesh, 2002; Gefen et al., 2003a), these problems may have an impact 
on the ability to  effectively use the web (Becker, 2004; Smith, 2008). Hence, it is hypothesised 
that when a user believes that a system design and output meets his/her requirements, then 
he/she will perceive the system easy to  use, and this will be even more so for users w ith some 
kind of impairment (Nielsen, 2002).
• H3: Usability requirements will have a positive effect on PEOU
4.4.4  PERCEIVED USEFULNESS AND PERCEIVED EASE OF USE
Perceived Usefulness is the degree to which an individual believes that using a system 
will help him/her to complete the desired task. This notion has been examined by a number of 
constructs in other models, e.g. 'Perceived Usefulness' in the TAM and C-TAM-TPB, 'Extrinsic 
Motivation' in MM, 'Job-fit' in MPCU, 'Relative Advantage' in IDT, 'Outcome Expectations' in 
SCT, 'Performance Expectancy' in UTAUT, and the similarities have been acknowledged in the 
literature (Compeau & Higgins, 1995; Davis et al., 1989; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Thompson, 
Higgins, & Howell, 1991). In a cross-model comparison by Venkatesh et al (2003), usefulness 
proved the strongest predictor of intention, both in voluntary and mandatory settings, which 
was also in accordance with previous research (i.e. Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). Hence, it is 
hypothesised that if the users find the system useful, they will intend to  use it.
•  H4: PU will have a positive effect on Bl
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Perceived Ease of Use is the degree to  which a person believes that using a system will 
be free of effort (Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989). The notion that technology adoption is 
relevant to  the user's perception of difficulty of using the system is also expressed in other 
theoretical models. For instance, the notion is coined as 'Complexity' in MPCU and 'Ease of Use' 
in IDT. The similarity in definitions and measurement scales of the construct has been 
acknowledged in the literature (Davis et al., 1989; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Thompson et al., 
1991). Evidence suggests that PEOU is significant in both voluntary and mandatory settings but 
its significance is stronger at the first stages of technology adoption (Agarwal & Prasad, 1997, 
1998; Davis et al., 1989; Thompson et al., 1991; Venkatesh et al., 2003) as over time, usefulness 
of the system becomes more important (Davis et al., 1989; Szajna, 1996; Venkatesh et al., 2003). 
Hence, we hypothesise that PEOU will have a positive effect on Bl to use.
•  H5: PEOU will positively affect Bl 
The proposed hypotheses are graphically illustrated in Figure 4.
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Figure 4; Proposed Framework
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4.5 CHAPTER CONCLUSION
In this chapter, the theoretical background on investigating technology acceptance was 
reviewed. Literature suggests that a number of theoretical models have been developed to 
understand and predict information systems usage, such as the Technology Acceptance Model 
(TAM and TAM 2), Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT) and Model o f PC Utilisation (MPCU) 
amongst others (Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Thompson et al., 
1991; Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh, Speier, & Morris, 2002). While these models deploy 
different constructs to better explain technology adoption, results suggest that additional 
factors should be studied to predict system usage more accurately (Karahanna & Straub, 1999; 
Taylor & Todd, 1995b; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). This becomes even more important in a 
complex context o f use (Sun & Zhang, 2006). In this study, the TAM is deployed to predict usage 
behaviour and is enhanced with three more constructs from the particular context of people 
with disabilities using a tourism information system, namely content requirements, trust and 
usability requirements.
To address limitations of previous research, calls have been made fo r further 
investigation into moderating factors (Adams et al., 1992; Agarwal & Prasad, 1998; Venkatesh et 
al., 2003). Inconsistencies between studies and the limited explanatory power displayed in some 
models can be attributed to the existence of moderating variables, such as gender, experience, 
age and voluntariness (Gefen & Straub, 1997; Lee et al., 2003; Morris & Venkatesh, 2000; Sun & 
Zhang, 2006; Taylor & Todd, 1995a; Venkatesh et al., 2000). A review of the most studied 
moderating factors in the literature revealed the key limitations in their deployment, which 
refer to insufficient definitions and methodological biases. Although these moderators are not 
examined in the present study, their review was critical to help recognise the most common 
limitations in the examination of a moderator in order to address them and ensure the more 
successful deployment of disability as a moderator.
The research framework and the five resulting hypotheses were then discussed. The 
first hypothesis assumes that when content requirements (richness of information, accuracy, 
reliability, accessible paths and inclusion) o f the users are met, then they will perceive the 
system to  be useful. The second hypothesis asserts that users who trust the vendor and the
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information provided as well as the technology that facilitates the transaction will find the 
system useful. The third hypothesis assumes that users whose usability requirements are met 
will find the system easy to  use. Disability is expected to moderate these relationships. The last 
two hypotheses refer to  the core of the TAM model where both PU and PEOU are expected to 
have an effect on Bl.
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5 CHAPTER -  METHODOLOGY
5.1 INTRODUCTION
In the previous chapters it was demonstrated that a number of difficulties inhibit the 
user requirements elicitation process for building an information system, and that this may 
affect the acceptance of the technology from the end users. The objectives are to identify 
content and usability requirements for an accessible tourism system and examine the 
relationship between disability and acceptance of an accessible tourism system. To do so, it is 
critical to understand the methodological issues that affect the conceptual issues as elaborated 
on in the literature as well as the operations of the research process. This chapter reviews 
different research paradigms and approaches and identifies the hybrid stance of this study, 
which contains positivist and interpretivist ways of knowing. Further, it discusses the mix of 
methods used for the three-step data collection points. Finally, it provides a summary with the 
main points discussed in this chapter.
Chapter structure
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Review and summary of the main points of the 
chapter
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5.2 RESEARCH STRATEGY
This section first looks at research paradigms and their relevant ontological, 
epistemological and methodological approaches. Then it describes how the social model of 
disability informs the ontological, epistemological and methodological underpinnings of 
disability. Finally, it explains the choice of the hybrid strategy and mixed-methods approach 
adopted in this study.
5.2.1 RESEARCH PARADIGMS AND APPROACHES
This section reviews some of the most prominent research paradigms and the relevant 
approaches within these paradigms. First, it provides some explanations of the main 
methodological concepts. Then it reviews the paradigms of positivism, interpretivism, 
constructivism and critical theory, and the relevant ontological, epistemological and 
methodological approaches within these paradigms.
The terms "method" and "methodology" are often used interchangeably though they 
actually refer to different things and their meanings are substantially different (Frankfort- 
Nachmias & Nachmias, 1996). This pitfall occurs when the umbrella term "methodology" is 
confused with the "methods" it entails and vice versa. Many scientists replace the word 
methodology w ith methods to confer a more professional touch to  their outputs (Dunleavy, 
2003). This has also been described as methodolatry (Janesick, 2003) because researchers seem 
to focus on the tools (methods) of research rather than on the essence of the investigation 
process.
To clarify the meaning of these terms it is important to  examine the definitions. There 
are numerous definitions of the terms available; however, they can be distilled to  the following: 
method is defined as "the tools or instruments employed by researchers to  gather empirical 
evidence or to  analyse data" while methodology is defined as "a model, which entails 
theoretical principles as well as a framework that provides guidelines about how research is 
done in the context o f a particular paradigm" (Sarantakos, 1998: 32).
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Kuhn defines paradigm as "the entire constellation of beliefs, values, techniques and so 
on shared by members of a given community" {1970: 175). According to Guba, it is "a basic set 
of beliefs that guides action, whether of everyday garden variety or action taken in connection 
with a disciplined inquiry" (1990: 17). Jennings further describes paradigm as "the beliefs, 
assumptions and values that underlie the way that different perspectives interpret reality" 
(2001: 443). The common ground in the definitions suggests that paradigms are based on 
beliefs, which cannot be measured or assessed in any standardised way (Lincoln & Guba, 1998, 
2003). To better understand the very notion of a paradigm it is critical to examine what the 
distinctive characteristics are that decisively pinpoint the quintessence of it.
Guba (1990) suggests that there are three key questions that define a paradigm, namely 
ontological, epistemological and methodological. The ontological question addresses the nature 
of the "knowledgeable" or "reality". Ontology is the branch of philosophy that examines the 
nature of reality (Jennings, 2001), or "those concerns and outlooks which help determine or 
designate the nature of the 'knowledgeable' (or otherwise, the nature of reality in terms of 
concerns of 'being', 'becoming' and 'meaning')" (Hollinshead, 2004: 75). The epistemological 
question examines the relationship between the inquirer and the "knowledgeable". 
Epistemology is the branch of philosophy that studies knowledge (Tribe, 2004) or "those insights 
and questions which help understand the relationships between knower (the inquirer) and the 
known (the knowledgeable)" (Hollinshead, 2004: 75). Finally, the methodological question 
explores how the inquirer should pursue the "knowledgeable" (Lazar, 1998; Lincoln & Guba, 
2003). Hence, methodology is "a model, which entails theoretical principles as well as a 
framework that provides guidelines about how research is done in the context o f a particular 
paradigm" (Sarantakos, 1998: 32).
Long before the selection of methods becomes an issue, the methodology needs to  be 
addressed first, and to  do so, the ontological and epistemological questions need to be 
addressed before that. This is essential so that the paradigm under which the investigation is 
going to take place is defined. To decide upon the paradigm most appropriate for this research, 
it is critical to  examine the fundamental paradigms that have been driving research overall, 
namely positivist, interpretivist, constructivist and critical theory paradigms.
1 0 0
Positivism
The term positivism was pinpointed by August Comte (Mill, 2007), which rejects any 
metaphysical and theological assertions arguing that non-tangible, non-measurable and non- 
quantifiable results acquired through senses or experience can form the basis of valid 
knowledge (Carr & Kemmis, 1986). It was the dominant school of thought in the Western world 
until the end of the 19^  ^ century, and it was adopted by most foundationalists such as 
rationalists (i.e. Rene Descartes) and empiricists (i.e. John Lock) (Phillips & Burbules, 2000).
Positivism adopts a realist ontological perspective, whereby reliable knowledge can 
only be obtained through experiments in the "real" world and can be experienced using the 
senses (Harré, 1981). Positivists proclaim that the world is governed by natural laws of cause 
and effect that can explain the observed phenomena (Jennings, 2001). They use a deterministic 
approach to explain the world and the universe, and to  understand it, the mechanics of it need 
to be explicated. Truth can be reached though science, which is the vehicle to  predict and 
control the world (Turner, 2001). Deductive reasoning is used to postulate theories that can be 
tested. However, when the results do not support the proposed theory, then the theory needs 
to be revised and retested to  better predict reality (Halfpenny, 2001). For positivists, the 
cornerstone of science is observation and measurement, principles shared by empiricists. Within 
the core of the scientific method lies the experiment, the attempt to determine natural laws 
through direct manipulation and observation (Phillips & Burbules, 2000; Turner, 2001).
The positivism ontology instigates an objectivist epistemological perspective. The 
positivist epistemology assumes that the inquirer and the "knowledgeable" are distinctively 
different and that the investigation process does not influence one another in any way 
(Halfpenny, 2001). The underlying assumed objectivity derives from the notion that the 
phenomena of the physical world occur separately from the inquirer, and the latter can gain 
knowledge through observation and experimentation (Bryant, 1985). Objectivity is deemed 
critical to distinguish common knowledge from pure objective knowledge. Common knowledge 
was regarded as biased, due to the cultural and personal characteristics mediating and forming 
an individual perspective. Conversely, the true knowledge should be detached from individual 
knowledge and viewpoints to reveal the pure objective tru th  about the world (Polkinghorne,
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1983). To guarantee the separation of the two "knowledges", method was the key (Bryant, 
1985; Turner, 2001).
Positivism deploys empirical experimentaiism as a methodoiogicai perspective.
Recognising the potential bias of the inquirer, positivists rely on empirical methods to  unveil 
true knowledge, so that it is nature that renders and deciphers results and not the inquirer 
(Guba, 1990; Lincoln & Guba, 2003; Turner, 2001). In this sense, experimentation seems the 
most appropriate approach to  yield pure knowledge. As positivists rely on senses and 
methodical certainty, empirical testing through observation/experimental methods can verify or 
reject the proposed hypotheses and hence clarify the real truth about the world. This 
hypothetico-deductive approach to the truth reflects the ontological and epistemological 
grounds of this paradigm and also delineates the criteria to distinguish scientific from non- 
scientific knowledge (Carr & Kemmis, 1986). Lincoln and Guba (1998) classify those criteria into 
four categories, namely internal validity (the degree to  which findings correctly map the 
phenomena in question), external validity (the degree to  which findings can be generalised of 
other settings similar to  the one in which the study occurred), reliability (the extent to  which 
findings can be replicated or reproduced by another inquirer) and objectivity (the extent to 
which findings are free from bias) (1998:186).
To summarise, positivism is the first paradigm reviewed in this study. It stems from the 
natural/physical sciences and relies on senses and methodological rigour to reveal the truth 
about the world. Regarding the paradigm characteristics mentioned in the introduction, 
positivist philosophy deploys a realist ontology, objectivist epistemology and empirical 
experimentaiism methodology. It should be noted that positivism philosophy has many 
variations and cannot be regarded as a single monolithical notion (Keat, 1981). Hence, the 
current examination of the paradigm in this study, though brief, serves a twofold purpose. 
Firstly, it familiarises the reader with the key aspects o f this paradigm and secondly, it provides 
the context upon which the choice of the most appropriate paradigm for this study will be 
made.
1 0 2
Interpretivism
Interpretivism can be linked to  the German tradition of hermeneutics and British 
analytical philosophy (Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Schwandt, 1998, 2000). Interpretivists argue that 
positivism is not appropriate and adequate to  explain social reality because human sciences are 
distinctively different from natural sciences (Schwandt, 2000). The debate was focused on the 
fact that positivism aims to  explain {erklaren) cause and effect relationships, while 
interpretivism aims to  understand (verstehen) the meaning of the phenomena (Lazar, 1998; 
Schwandt, 2000).
Interpretivism holds a relativist ontologicai approach to the "knowledgeable". Under 
interpretivism, reality is a result of interaction between the environment and the actors. Hence, 
reality is socially constructed and cannot exist outside of the independent minds of social actors. 
Burrell and Morgan (1979) state that "the social world Is no more than the subjective 
construction of Individual human beings who, through the development and use of common 
language and the Interactions of everyday life, may create and sustain a social world of 
Intersubjectlvely shared meaning" (1979: 260).
Given this ontological stance, the "knowledgeable" is a result o f individual/subjective 
interpretation rather than a physical perception of the real world (as opposed to  positivism) 
(Denscombe, 2003).
The highly subjective nature of interpretivist ontology results in the adoption of a 
subjectivist epistemological approach to  the "knowledgeable" (Carr & Kemmis, 1986; Lincoln & 
Guba, 1998, 2003). Interpretivist epistemology assumes that the inquirer cannot be separate 
from his/her knowledge (Schwandt, 2000). Hence, the inquirer and the "knowledgeable" are 
interlinked: the understanding of the "knowledgeable" is part o f how the inquirer understands 
the world (Bartlett & Burton, 2007; Habermas, 1987). Knowledge can only be obtained by 
sharing the same reference points w ith the inquirer as knowledge is subjective to the inquirer's 
reality (Burrell & Morgan, 1979). Truth is then revealed through dialogue and the discussion of 
conflicting interpretations w ithin a community provides a more informed and sophisticated 
understanding of the social world (Sciarra, 1999). Truth, however, is conditional and bound to  
the time element and situational context of the inquiry, but the dialectical approach allows fo r
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perpetual re-interpretation of the tru th  (Lincoln & Guba, 1998; Schwandt, 1994). Interpretivist 
epistemology, however, has two basic commonalities w ith the positivist epistemology. First, 
both believe in the objectivity of the acquired knowledge and second, both regard the method 
as the vehicle that guarantees the objectivity of knowledge.
Interpretivism embraces naturalistic methodoiogy to  acquire knowledge. It employs 
primarily qualitative methods to  pursue a more detailed and thorough analysis of social 
phenomena (Schwandt, 1994, 2000). Naturalistic methodology ensures a dialectic approach to 
reveal tru th from multiple realities as perceived from the actors of the particular social context 
(Burrell & Morgan, 1979; Denscombe, 2003; Habermas, 1987). Contrary to  objectivist 
experimentaiism, interpretivist methodology sets both the inquirer and the "knowledgeable" at 
the centre of the investigation and is preoccupied with that relationship (Polkinghorne, 1983).
To summarise, interpretivism is a paradigm developed to  understand social reality in 
human sciences. The ontological, epistemological and methodological standpoints suggest that 
knowledge is a socially constructed truth, which is inseparable from the inquirer, and can only 
be obtained through dialogue.
Constructivism
Constructivism appeared more recently as a development/extension of interpretivism 
(Schwandt, 1998). Both paradigms oppose the objectivist/deterministic approach to  acquiring 
and understanding knowledge. Despite the fact that they share common conceptual roots and 
principles and there are no bipolar differences, their different perspectives result in two 
separate paradigms.
Unlike positivism and similar to interpretivism, constructivism assumes a reiativist 
ontoiogical perspective. Lincoln and Guba (1998) pinpoint that fo r constructivists' reality 
consists of
"..Multiple, Intangible mental constructions socially and experlentlally 
based, local and specific In nature (although elements are often shared
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among many individuals and even across cultures), and dependent on their 
content on the Individual persons or groups holding the constructions"
(1998: 206)
Constructivists claim that there is no absolute truth, rather that there are constructions 
resulting from multiple realities as perceived from different individuals. Constructions as such, 
are not static and absolute; they are dynamically informed as the realities change. Hence, truth 
and knowledge are not remote entities yet to  be discovered; they are cognitively created. 
Schwandt further elaborates that for constructivists, the use of concepts, models and schemes 
serves only to  comprehend experience and create constructions. These constructions are bound 
to historical and socio-cultural influences and they are re-created, modified and enhanced as 
experiences augment (Schwandt, 2000).
Epistemologlcally, constructivism adopts a subjectivist approach. Constructivism 
assumes that the inquirer and the "knowledgeable" are interlinked and they interact throughout 
the research process (Chambers, Wedel, & Rodwell, 1992; Rodwell & Woody, 1994; Schwandt, 
1998). However, constructivism is distinguished from interpretivism in that this interaction has 
an impact on the inquirer and this influences his/her perception of reality (Rodwell & Woody, 
1994). Hence, there is a "circular" ongoing process where the inquirer and the "knowledgeable" 
constantly interact, the perception of reality changes and the constructions continually develop. 
Knowledge, therefore, is not objective (in the positivism sense) nor is it just linked to  the 
inquirer waiting to  be understood (in the interpretivist sense); rather it takes a form o f discourse 
(Lincoln & Guba, 1998, 2003).
The ontological and epistemological standpoints of constructivism are aptly expressed 
through hermeneuticai/dialecticai methodoiogy. Hermeneutical/dialectical methodology 
ensures a discursive approach to reveal tru th  from collaboratively constructed meanings from 
the actors o f the particular social context (Howarth, 2000; Polkinghorne, 1983). The principal 
assumption of this methodology is that constructions are situated in the minds of social actors, 
and to  identify and clarify constructions' meanings, the interaction between the social actors 
and the inquirer is obligatory (Lincoln & Guba, 1998; Schwandt, 1994). Social actors are 
regarded as co-creators of knowledge and crystallised notions of constructions can only be
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achieved discursively by reaching consensus between all the involved parties (Chambers et al., 
1992; Lincoln & Guba, 1998; Schwandt, 1998).
To summarise, constructivists presume that the world is socially and discursively 
constructed, and there are no essential and predetermined aspects of reality. It assumes that 
realities are not representative of the world; they are constructed in social actors' minds. Finally, 
to  elicit the accurate meaning of these constructions, all social actors including the inquirer need 
to discuss and agree upon it.
Critical theory
The term critical theory was coined by Max Horkheimer and is associated w ith the 
Frankfurt Institute for Social Research (also known as the "Frankfurt School") (Bronner, 1993). It 
was developed by independent thinkers who espoused "western Marxism" (Merleau-Ponty, 
1973) and were more concerned with the theoretical perspectives and the study of culture for 
an adequate Marxist understanding of society. Critical theory became more substantiated after 
historical circumstances, such as the Russian Revolution and World War I and II, commanded a 
critique of ideologies and revision of the "orthodox". Major representatives of this paradigm 
include Herbert Marcuse, Jurgen Habermas, Theodor Adorno and Walter Benjamin (Bronner, 
1993; Bronner & Kellner, 1989; Gibson, 1986). Critical theory has a revolutionary drive to  judge 
reality, and it views/criticises past social forms and structures under a contemporary prism 
(Kincheloe & McLaren, 2003). Its expression is fluid in nature and cannot conform to any school 
or tendency. It is primarily concerned with the termination of social injustice, and it confronts 
existing social norms as strongholds of repressive interests (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2005; Lincoln 
& Guba, 2003).
Critical theory adopts a historical realism ontoiogical perspective. It partially integrates 
the positivist and interpretivist ontological stances by accepting the "knowledgeable" as "real", 
but at the same time as non-absolute and susceptible to change (Bronner, 1993; Kincheloe & 
McLaren, 2003). Critical theorists believe that reality is factual and the social forms and 
constructions that materialise it, are the results of an amalgam of social, political, cultural, 
economic, gender and ethnic elements within other factors. Hence, social structures assume the 
status of real, natural and immutable. However, time inevitably stipulates the amendment and
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transformation of these factors, thus the consequent social forms are bound to  change. In 
effect, critical realists pursue the revelation of the universal laws that reside in and formulate 
the social phenomena: laws that are historically specific and alterable (Keat, 1981). Critical 
theory being the offspring of a turbulent period in history has an inherent questioning of 
traditional assumptions be it realistic/materialistic or metaphysical, and consequently discards 
the existence of ontology as such (Horkheimer, 1931). Ontology is regarded as
"..another fixed system to identify the subject w ith the object, whether 
conceived in terms of social institutions or the 'covering' categories of 
philosophy" (Bronner, 1993:1).
Under this non-conforming attitude, critical theorists aim to liberate people from 
ideological, socio-political and cultural forces that corrode individual and collective freedoms 
(Hemmingway, 1999). They adhere to emancipatory research as a means of assisting individuals 
to regain power/control of their lives, by denouncing solitude and exposing the factors that 
critically affect their lives (Kincheloe & McLaren, 2003, 2005).
Epistemologically, critical theory is transactional/subjectivist in nature (Lincoln & Guba, 
1998). Similar to constructivism, the inquirer and the "knowledgeable" are inseparable and 
there is explicit influence on both from their respective communication and interaction. Hence, 
the investigation process is informed by this very interaction (Lincoln & Guba, 2003). Unlike the 
clear-cut distinctions in the positivist philosophy, here the boundaries between ontology and 
epistemology are blurred (Guba, 1990; Lincoln & Guba, 1998, 2003). Critical theorists focus on 
values, judgements and human interests and their impact on the investigation process (Carr & 
Kemmis, 1986).
Considering the ontological and epistemological stances of critical theory, the respective 
methodological approach cannot be but diaiogic/diaiecticai (Lincoln & Guba, 1998). Given the 
interaction between the inquirer and social actors, the inquirer attempts to  emancipate 
respondents from oppressive notions that inhibit the comprehensive understanding of social 
realities.
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To summarise, critical theory views social phenomena through historic lenses and 
assumes that realities as crystallised by socio-political, cultural and other factors are bound to 
change with the passage of time. Critical theory is committed to emancipation from all forms of 
oppression and this goal is assisted by a dialogic/dialectical method that enables and enhances 
the interaction between the inquirer and the social actors.
This section first described the concepts of the research paradigm, ontology, 
epistemology and methodology. Then it reviewed the paradigms of positivism, interpretivism, 
constructivism and critical theory, which enabled the researcher to obtain an insight into the 
ontological, epistemological and methodological stances of each paradigm. Table 9 provides a 
summary of the paradigm positions. This review was essential to inform the decision-making 
process upon which the paradigm better accommodates the nature and objectives of this study 
as explained in section 5.2.3.
Table 9: S u m m a ry  o f p arad ig m  positions
Paradigm Ontology Epistemology Methodology
Positivism Realism /  
Representational
Objectivism Empirical
experimentaiism
Interpretivism Relativism Transactional /  
Subjectivism Naturalistic
Constructivism Relativism Transactional /  
Subjectivism
Hermeneutical /  
Dialectical
Critical Theorv Historical realism Modified transactional /  Subjectivism Dialogic/Dialectical
The following section looks at paradigmatical, ontological, epistemological and 
methodological issues within disability-related literature.
5.2.2 PARADIGMATICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL CONSIDERATIONS ON DISABILITY
The progression of disability research cannot be viewed but in conjunction with the 
political and societal changes over time. To understand the progress and developments in the 
field, an overview of the key chronological and conceptual landmarks is provided. The
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ontological, epistemological and methodological stances in disability studies can be better 
comprehended when examining the evolution of the concept.
In the beginning of this century, disability was discussed under a biomedical prism and 
the sociological, legal and political implications were disregarded. The profound theory 
underpinning disability research was functionalism, focusing on the problem of the individual 
rather than the societal context. Disability research was characterised by the dominant 
positivism paradigm and methodological individualism (Rioux, 1994). During the 1950s, the 
rehabilitation theories started to  develop. The purpose of rehabilitation was to  enable disabled 
people to expand on their abilities and encourage participation. Disability research was 
reinvigorated, searching for "cures" and ways to  integrate the disabled population into society. 
However, disability was still viewed as a deviation from the normal and the underlying 
assumption was that the problem resided in the individual (Rioux, 1994).
A critical shift in perceiving, defining and addressing disability occurred after 1981, The 
International Year of Disabled People. Disability was re-evaluated and put on the political 
agenda as a human rights issue. The main conceptual shift was from biomedical determinism to 
the understanding of the social parameters of disability. The marginalisation of the disabled was 
then a political and societal concern. The experienced oppression was socially constructed, not 
physically mandated. The social model o f disability was introduced and replaced the medical 
model perspective. Under the social model prism, participation can be achieved when disabled 
requirements are socially recognised and environments are barrier-free. One of the significant 
implications of the social model was the distinction between the terms impairment (physical 
limitation) and disability (social discrimination). This distinction assisted in better addressing the 
complexity o f the issue, but occasionally undermined the experience of disabled people in their 
daily lives (Meekosha, 2004).
The ontological underpinnings of disability, as theorising the nature of the phenomena, 
can be tracked to the two disability paradigms: the medical and social model.
Medical literature on disability emphasises the distinction between normal and the 
deviations from normal, and therefore encourages an ontological dichotomy, in which disability 
is perceived as dysfunction, imperfection and defect. This belief has also been depicted in the
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media, where the focus has been on the flaws of the body and the negative portrayal assimilates 
the fallacy of seamless inclusion in society (Deutsch & Nussbaum, 2000; Thomson, 1997). As 
Hughes (2007) puts it, :
"..the disabled figure is ubiquitously portrayed as a metaphor for embodied 
disruption and invariably represents the dependencies that a society based 
on the myth of the autonomous subject can only interpret as 'tragedy"
(2007: 674)
The representation of disability as a deviation from normal encouraged the underlining 
of the differentiation and effectively the categorisation and marginalisation, which is referenced 
in the literature as "othering" of disabled people (Hughes, 1999, 2000; Shakespear, 1994). 
Hence, the ontological core of the medical model is that disability is a deficiency, is a problem of 
the individual and its magnitude relates to  the extent o f the deviation from the normal.
In contrast, social researchers deal w ith social structure, social system and social change 
and place disability in this domain. Disability is part o f social phenomena and has been examined 
in an analogous context such as exclusion, discrimination and oppression (Hughes, 2007; Oliver, 
1990; Zola, 1989). Some more specific ontological approaches include the arguments on 
embodiment and impairment (Carlson, 2005; Hughes, 2002; Hughes & Patterson, 1997; Kumari 
Campbell, 2005; Shildrick, 2002). The distinction between impairment and disability, which is 
central to the social model, indicates the ontological stance of the model. Specifically, it 
acknowledges impairment as a physical lim itation as part o f the experience of disability as a 
social construction.
For the purpose of this research, the social model of ontology is going to  be adopted. 
The author acknowledges the importance of the role o f financial, environmental, political and 
other barriers to participation and inclusion. While political, economic and other requirements 
may have an impact on technology acceptance, it is outside of the scope of this research to 
investigate the full spectrum of barriers that can inhibit acceptance. It would be interesting for 
future research to  explore these areas; however, the current project is specifically looking into 
the barriers for technology acceptance and their potential link to  disability.
1 1 0
As mentioned in the beginning of the chapter, epistemology examines the relationship 
between the inquirer and the "knowledgeable". Both the medical and social models o f disability 
come with epistemological criticisms. Embedded in the definition of epistemology is a notion of 
"otherness" that only serves to distinguish between the researcher and the researched 
(regardless of potential methodological collaborations in search of "tru th"). In disability 
research, "otherness" can carry negative social connotations that hint towards grouping, 
differentiation and marginalisation. Epistemologically, the relationship between researcher and 
"others" is multifaceted, sharing more than one relationship (Fawcett & Hearn, 2004).
The opposition to the medical model argues that it promotes an artificial unanimity and 
universalising of disability. Wendell (1996) has argued that the sole fact o f having a disability 
does not imply a specific viewpoint nor assumes a clearer and more justified outlook on some 
matters. Further, she stresses that disabled people do not necessarily identify w ith other 
disabled people. That being said, the assumption that there is a common approach to  disability 
(or anything else fo r that matter) between disabled people is plain wrong. Thus, disability may 
not be the core of a person's identity or social position.
The epistemological standpoints o f the social model of disability primarily focus on 
emancipation, oppression and empowerment. However, disability researchers can adopt more 
than one standpoint. Standpoints are developed and informed by a range of other factors such 
as ethnicity, class, age, sex, economic position, etc. By recognising commonalities between the 
researcher and the researched, new standpoints emerge. As a result, disability researchers may 
have more than one identification point w ith the researched; the first obvious relation is 
whether researchers are disabled themselves, but people with disabilities are also black, female, 
poor, middle class and so on. For instance, the epistemological standpoint of disabled-black will 
adopt a different approach to disability research as opposed to  disabled-female standpoint. 
Hence, disability research is inherent w ith relativism due to diverse standpoints o f "tru th " 
claims. However, the plurality o f standpoints can enhance the understanding o f the 
phenomenon by addressing different forms of "otherness" (Wendell, 1996).
Within the disability literature, it has been argued that non-disabled researchers cannot 
research w ith authenticity and that they cannot share the emancipatory agenda of the social
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model o f disability (Barnes & Mercer, 1997; Oliver, 1996). This refers to  the argument of 
whether a researcher needs to  have experience in the area to  research it, i.e. the researcher 
being disabled him/herself to  conduct disability research. Admittedly, experiences produce 
knowledge, and separating knowledge from experience is colonising and oppressive. However, 
this view of the social model has been criticised from within; claiming the exclusivity of disability 
research to  those with direct experience marginalises the rest of the researchers and is as 
oppressive as the very construction it is trying to eliminate (Moore, Beazley, & Maelzer, 1998). 
Knowledge, therefore, is not only relevant to  the social constructions because they occur in 
society and are alienated from the research process. It is about criticising and confronting 
authoritarian constructions w ithin the research process itself. "Otherness" needs to  be 
addressed not only practically and socially, but also epistemologically within the research 
process (Fawcett & Hearn, 2004).
Methodologically, i.e. in the process of pursuing the knowledgeable, it has been noted 
that categorisation and classification entail overlooked differences (Danieli & Woodhams, 2005). 
However concealed these differences may be and how difficult the prospect of investigation, 
using categories is essential even in conducting social analysis (Wendell, 1996). More 
specifically. Stone and Priestley (1996) discuss the methodological difficulties adherent to 
incorporating emancipatory principles into actual research design. They reflect on the assumed 
homogeneity as proclaimed through the medical model and address the issue of experience. 
Expertise is accepted on both accounts, from researchers as professionals and from disabled 
people as knowers. According to Fawcett and Hearn (2004), "Experience is important, but 
theorising from experience and making links w ith the experiences of others and other groupings 
carries most weight and has greatest impact" (2004: 212).
Reviewing experiences collectively from a variety of sources enhances the 
understanding of the issues at hand and informs research in a more holistic and critical fashion 
(Shakespear & Watson, 1997). However, researchers need to make certain that the social model 
is the underlying conceptual framework and common denominator in both collectivising and 
analysing experience. Stone and Priestley (1996) underline that it is critical to examine whether 
participants' perceptions and viewpoints of disability are informed by the social model to 
ascertain that there are no discrepancies between collectivising and analysing experience and
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produce meaningful results. Finally, the probability of emancipation should not serve as the only 
measure for research quality, provided that a contribution is made in a wider context.
This study sees disability from the social model perspective, which stresses that 
disability should not be regarded as a deviance from the normal, but celebrated as part o f the 
spectrum of human diversity (Barnes, 2012). The negative connotations and experiences of 
disability are not a derivative of the impairment as such; rather, they are a result of socially 
constructed barriers and attitudes (Barnes et al., 1999). The author acknowledges that a number 
of other factors, e.g. financial, environmental or other, may also in some way have an impact on 
technology acceptance. Still, it is outside of the scope of this project to  examine the full range of 
probable inhibitors o f technology acceptance; the aim is to  identify the requirements of users 
with disabilities so that potential solutions can be recognised to  remove barriers and promote 
acceptance of accessible tourism systems.
5.2.3 PARADIGM CHOSEN FOR THIS STUDY - A HYBRID APPROACH
In the previous sections a description of prevalent paradigms was performed. This 
examination enabled the researcher to  obtain an insight into the ontological, epistemological 
and methodological stances of each paradigm also with reference to  disability research. This 
review was essential to  inform the decision-making process to decide which paradigm better 
accommodates the nature and objectives of this study. Building upon the above considerations, 
this thesis argues fo r the adoption of a hybrid methodology that combines positivist and 
interpretivism paradigms and a mixed-methods design. This approach is considered the best f it  
in addressing the examination of user requirements for accessible tourism and the acceptance 
of accessible tourism systems.
Mingers (2001) points out how the traditional view towards epistemology has been that 
research is conducted from a single approach, either positivist or interpretive. Accordingly, 
positivist and interpretivist approaches are viewed as polar opposites, representing competing 
"truths" about the world that cannot be reconciled, and the researcher must therefore select 
only one approach. Thus, the choice of research paradigms is "based on mutual exclusivity and
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contradictory assumptions and individual researchers do, or should, follow  a single paradigm" 
(Mingers, 2001: 240-241). This challenge exists because different paradigms have a different set 
o f assumptions concerning reality (ontology), opposing ideas on the knowledge of that reality 
(epistemology), and separate ways of knowing that reality (methodology) (Guba, 1990). The 
ontological position of the quantitative, positivist paradigm suggests that there is a single 
"tru th " and an objective reality whereas the qualitative interpretivist paradigms assume 
multiple truths based on an individual's own construction of reality. W ith regard to 
epistemology, quantitative research suggests that the researcher and respondent are 
independent, therefore ensuring objectivity whereas qualitative research details that reality 
does not exist independently of our own minds, therefore positioning the researcher w ithin the 
research.
However, others find flaws in this assumption and support the notion that different 
approaches provide different perspectives into a reality that is more complex than traditional 
theories can reflect (Lee, 1991; Mingers, 2001; Stone, 1990). The adoption of a single paradigm 
has been considered a monolithic and restrictive view of research options and has been 
questioned by advocates of epistemological plurality (Denzin & Lincoln, 2012; Hirschheim & 
Klein, 1989, 1992; Walsham, 1995a). Evered and Louis (1981: 393) wrote, "Our ability to  grasp 
the breadth, depth, and richness of organisational life is hampered by allegiance to a single 
mode of inquiry". Orlikowski and Baroudi (1991) also called fo r pluralism of paradigms as they 
claim that an exclusive view is always a partial view and caution for the implications of this on 
theory development. Evidence suggests that some researchers are addressing the issue of the 
single paradigm by combining interpretative and positivist methodologies to  enhance their 
understanding of the complexities of the areas investigated (Braa & Vidgen, 1999; Trauth & 
Jessup, 2000). Furthermore, this combination points at the feasibility o f using both qualitative 
and quantitative approaches at different research stages at the same time, enabling the 
exploration of different views regarding a phenomenon (Barbour, 1999; Brannen, 1993; Bryman, 
2004). Finally, Tashakkori and Teddlie (2008) highlight the multiple purposes of mixed methods 
and explain that research questions for different phases of the research will ultimately address 
related aspects of the same phenomenon.
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The approach adopted by the present study builds upon the above considerations and 
specifically on the concept of complementarity for combining qualitative and quantitative 
paradigmatic traditions to produce work that is both practically and philosophically sound. This 
stance reflects the work of Sale et al. (2002), which builds on the earlier research into 
complementarity (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 1989; Morgan, 1998). Such discourses on 
complementarity suggest that mixing qualitative and quantitative stances enables the 
researcher to view a specific phenomenon from different perspectives and develop a more 
comprehensive understanding of the issue at hand and hence justify the use of different 
methods. This view is amply shared by the research community (Chen & Hirschheim, 2004; 
Trauth and Jessup, 2000; Klein, Hirschheim, & Nissen, 1991; Orlikowski & Baroudi, 1991; Lee, 
1991; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). These authors argue that paradigms should not be thought 
of as mutually exclusive and that any decisions on paradigm deployment should be based on the 
research questions posed initially, regardless of the overriding trend in the field. Indeed as Lee 
(1991) and Mingers (2001) point out, the case of one paradigm being dominant w ithin a given 
research community (as evidenced by journal publications, perpetuated by dissertation 
supervisors and leading researchers as their comfort zone, and embraced by young researchers 
under pressure to  publish) should not be the main decision factor for paradigm selection. Only 
by understanding the implications of each paradigm is it possible to  deploy the approach most 
appropriate fo r the researcher, the research question and the research method.
There have been concerns about the use of complementarity as a philosophical 
justification for mixing qualitative and quantitative methods, particularly when the purpose of 
the research is to study different aspects o f the same phenomenon (Sale et al., 2002). The 
implementation of a mixed-method research project entails a number of challenges (Hamre, 
2008). There have been claims that, philosophically, methods from different paradigms cannot 
answer research questions in the same way due to the phenomenon under study failing to  be 
consistent w ithin qualitative and quantitative paradigms (Mayoh, Bond, & Tondres, 2012; Sale, 
Lohfeld, & Brazil, 2002). For instance, while a quantitative questionnaire may "measure" the 
occurrence of certain behaviours, a qualitative approach would provide in-depth information of 
experiences. Overall, these challenges can be resolved but they are essential to  understanding 
the complex research environment (Mingers, 2001).
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It is important not to  adopt mixing strategies uncritically w ithout concern fo r the 
differences between the underlying paradigms, but to ensure that the combination of 
qualitative and quantitative research honours paradigmatic differences (Sale, Lohfeld, & Brazil, 
2002). Sale et al. (2002) suggest that complementarity is justified when the mixed-methods 
approach acknowledges and respects paradigmatic differences while still allowing for the 
combination of different methods within a single study. Qualitative and quantitative research 
will inevitably look at different phenomena within the same research area and therefore the 
phenomenon studied by each method must reflect the paradigmatic differences in qualitative 
and quantitative research (Mayoh et al., 2012; Sale et al., 2002). Evered and Louis (1981: 386) 
posited the need for mixed methods by saying that "greater epistemological appreciation seems 
to  be an essential prerequisite to developing an appropriate inquiry approach whereby 
researchers would explicitly select a mode of inquiry to f it  the nature of the problematic 
phenomenon under study, the state of knowledge, and their own skills, style and purpose." The 
utilisation of this approach within the current study allowed paradigmatically opposing 
methodologies to  be combined within a single project in order to provide a multidimensional 
understanding of a complex phenomenon while still honouring epistemological and ontological 
differences. To clarify, a paradigmatically appropriate mixing strategy was used within the 
present study and the contributions that each paradigm brings to  the study will now be 
outlined.
Both positivist and interpretivist paradigms have something to  offer to  the study of user 
requirements fo r accessible tourism and the acceptance of accessible tourism systems. A 
positivist approach is arguably valuable in trying to  understand acceptance of a tourism 
information system, allowing fo r greater replicability and generalisability of findings. The ability 
to predict intention to use can significantly improve the success of technology implementations. 
In contrast, an interpretive approach is also valuable in understanding a particular environment 
and identifying parameters relevant to  the accessible tourism area thus enabling the researcher 
to  gain richer insights of the problem at hand. In this line of thought, different paradigms should 
be considered to  address various research questions. Yet, to complement the potential 
shortcomings of a single approach and maximise the efficiency and effectiveness o f the 
investigation process, this study argues for the deployment o f a hybrid approach combining 
positivist and interpretive elements. This approach enables us to  address the research question
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and to propose a more comprehensive understanding of the requirements for accessible 
tourism and acceptance of accessible tourism systems.
This section discussed the need for paradigmatic plurality and the need to  look at both 
positivist and interpretive methods as valid approaches to research. The section also described 
and justified the use of mixed methods to  provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
context being studied. The next section will discuss methodology, or the ways a researcher 
inquires about the world in order to create knowledge, and how the researcher goes about 
obtaining new knowledge.
5.3 THE RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODS
The research design was developed to address the research aims and objectives. To 
better answer the questions posed initially in this study, a mixed-methods design was used. To 
do so, the researcher must make two primary decisions: (a) whether one wants to operate 
largely within one dominant paradigm or not, and (b) whether one wants to  conduct the phases 
concurrently or sequentially (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). At this point it needs to  be noted 
that the mixed-methods design is not to be confused with the mixed-model design. While both 
share the commonality of conducting a quantitative mini-study and a qualitative mini-study in 
one overall research study, they are different in the fact that in a mixed-methods design, the 
findings must at some point be mixed. For instance, a qualitative phase might be conducted to 
inform a quantitative phase sequentially, or if the quantitative and qualitative phases are 
undertaken concurrently the findings must, at a minimum, be integrated during the 
interpretation of the findings (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). In this study, a sequential 
approach was adopted to ensure that the broad data retrieved within Phase 1 and 2 would be 
able to  help orientate the focus of Phase 3 of the study, therefore ensuring cohesion between 
the stages of the research. This design also allowed the data from the research phases to  be 
combined, and though complementarity, provide a more holistic understanding of the 
phenomenon (Cresswell, 2003; Morse, 2003; Tashakkori & Teddlie, 2003). The following 
sections provide details about the role of each phase in terms of the specific contribution to  the
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overall study and justification fo r the choice of methods and describe how the inherent 
shortcomings of the methods were alleviated.
This study involves three research phases to  address the objectives of the study (Table 
10). The first phase involved meeting with the relevant parties in accessible tourism and 
identifying the stakeholder requirements of a tourism information system. A series of focus 
groups takes place and the results indicate the generic content and usability requirements. The 
second phase of the study uses the results of the first stage and w ith the assistance of a 
prototype accessible tourism portal, it elaborates, clarifies and refines the requirements list. The 
third phase of the study deploys a survey to bring the refined list o f requirements to  people with 
disabilities in 27 EU countries and test the proposed acceptance model. The aggregated results 
contribute to theory by 1) identifying the content and usability requirements of accessible 
tourism stakeholders and 2) by making explicit the inferences between the concept o f disability 
and technology acceptance. Results also contribute to  practical problem solving as the 
accessible tourism stakeholder requirements of a tourism information system can serve as 
guidelines for optimising accessible tourism websites.
Table 10: Research phases of the study
Objective 1 Objective 2
Phase 1 - > Phase 2 -----> Phase 3
(Focus groups) (Usability testing) (Survey)
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5 .3 .1  PHASE 1
Objective 1: Method 1: Focus Groups
The first objective of this research is to identify the user requirements of an accessible 
tourism information system. To satisfy the first objective, a review of the most commonly used 
methods on requirements elicitation is performed to  assist the appropriate method selection for 
this study. In particular, the type of requirements information which can be acquired is 
determined by the requirements acquisition technique used (Leifer et al., 1994). The importance 
of incorporating user requirements early in the system development process as well as the fact 
that users are not aware of their own requirements has been elaborated on now for over 30 
years (Ackoff, 1967; Berrisford & Wetherbe, 1979). In this section some of the most referenced 
participatory methods in the literature are elaborated on and are meant to  be illustrative rather 
than exhaustive (Table 11). The purpose of this section is to highlight the strengths and 
weaknesses of these methods and demonstrate that requirements elicitation issues can only 
partially be addressed.
Markus et al. (2002) suggest that in a dialectical development process conflicting 
requirements are perceived as opportunities to improve design, rather than as obstacles. 
Salzman and Rosenthal (1994) elaborate that it is more effective to create trade-off matrices in 
contrast to  pursuing consensus among stakeholders. The importance o f effective 
communication in requirements determination and throughout the system development has 
also been elaborated in the literature (Avery & Hoyle, 1974; Bostrom, 1984, 1989; Cronan & 
Means, 1984; Kaiser & King, 1982; Martin & Fuerst, 1984; Scharer, 1981). They conclude that to 
elicit information, requirements observation and structured elicitation techniques are mostly 
used, in particular: behaviour analysis, prototyping, open and structured interviews, and critical 
success factors. With regard to interface design they are further limited to prototyping and 
structured interviews. The examination of the most referenced methods in the literature 
demonstrated that the utilisation of different approaches may enhance procedural validity, but 
still does not holistically remove the causes that skew the process (Mintzberg, Raisinghani, & 
Theoret, 1976).
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To satisfy the first objective o f this study, a combination o f methods is utilised. In 
particular, to  identify the content and usability requirements of travellers w ith  disabilities 
and relevant stakeholders on accessible tourism, focus groups and usability testing were 
deployed. Phase 1 o f the research attempted to  reveal content requirements fo r accessible 
tourism via the use o f focus groups.
The reason fo r choosing focus group as the first method o f data collection fo r this 
study is twofold. First, at the initial stage the objective is to  identify the generic and coarse­
grained requirements o f relevant stakeholders in terms o f an accessible tourism information 
system. Hence, a focus group as a round-table discussion would improve knowledge of 
current practices and enhance the understanding o f the relationship between 
background/interests/requirements fo r each stakeholder party. Second, the purpose o f the 
focus group is not consensus building, rather it is to  obtain a range o f opinions from  a 
representative set o f target users about issues at stake (Nielsen, 1997b). As identified in the 
literature there are multiple key stakeholders in technology development fo r people w ith 
disabilities, so the open dialogue among stakeholders would provide an insight into the 
dynamics between the stakeholders and potentially reveal unexpected requirements.
Focus groups are used to  generate ideas and provide insight into a problem area by 
discussing it. The number o f participants can vary but most commonly it ranges from  five to  
twelve (Sekaran, 2003; Tull & Hawkins, 1993; Veal, 1997). The duration o f the process can 
take between one and tw o hours and several rounds o f focus groups can take place to  
fu rther clarify the issues discussed. Ideally participants should include key stakeholders 
involved in the problematic area under scrutiny (Churchill, 1979). In inform ation systems 
development, the role o f the focus groups is to  generate and explore user requirements, 
rather than evaluate design and usability (Nielsen, 1997a). The advantages o f this method 
stem primarily from  the simultaneous participation o f multiple users in the process. The 
interaction between participants generates discussion, aids recall (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000) 
and participants are encouraged to  express the ir opinions. This interaction provides more 
stimuli to  respond to  (in contrast to  individual interviews) and therefore can result in the 
form ation o f new ideas or refinement o f existing ones (Tull & Hawkins, 1993). Additionally, 
the group setting provides a sense o f security tha t encourages participants to  be honest and 
express themselves freely (Chisnall, 1997). The diversity in participants' backgrounds often
1 2 2
leads to  more vivid discussions, which in turn provides rich and detailed data to  the 
researcher (Nielsen, 1997b; Tull & Hawkins, 1993).
However, this method bears some inherent shortcomings. In particular, the 
organisation and administration o f focus groups is time-consuming and has increased 
difficulty, mainly as the event requires a number o f people to  be at a specific location at a 
particular point in time, and finding participants can be problematic. In terms o f the 
proceedings o f the actual event, the role o f the moderator is critical. The success o f a focus 
group relies heavily on the skill o f the moderator to: 1) keep the conversation focused but 
not funnelled, 2) provoke participants' involvement w ithout being intrusive, 3) prevent one 
from  dominating the conversation w ithou t interfering, and 4) prevent participants from  
going along w ith the group instead o f revealing the ir true perspectives (Nielsen, 1997b; Tull 
& Hawkins, 1993).
The managerial and operational difficulties o f the focus group method fo r this study 
were somewhat alleviated by conducting the focus groups as part o f tw o international 
workshops. The author was involved at the tim e in an EU-funded project, hence could utilise 
the financial and logistical resources to  organise them.
Additionally, due to  the global appeal o f these workshops the author had access to  a 
significant number of experts and accessible tourism stakeholders. Each focus group 
involved a maximum of 20 participants and was facilitated by tw o coordinators and a 
minute-taker. The sample was representative o f the stakeholders in building technology fo r 
the disabled, as identified in section 3.3.1. Involved participants included national tourism 
boards, tourism suppliers, destination management systems, technology providers, 
legislators, universities as well as organisations and active individuals in the disabled 
community. The international background o f the participants offered a wide perspective of 
the issues at stake. Participants elaborated on a number o f issues relative to  access needs 
and requirements, information required, form at and nature o f inform ation, use of 
technology, challenges involved, sources o f information and assistive technologies. The 
sample design was purposive and judgemental and it enabled the research team to  access 
considerable expertise and to  accumulate specialist in-depth knowledge.
Since the success o f the focus group relies heavily on the abilities o f the m oderator 
to  handle the process, measures had to  be taken to  ensure the soundness o f the procedure.
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To that end, the presence o f experienced academics in each o f the focus groups was 
confirmed in order to  assist the author in successfully moderating the discussion conjointly.
To overcome the issue o f the cross-sectional nature of focus groups, tw o focus 
groups were performed fo r the tw o them atic areas at tw o  different points in time. In total, 
eight focus groups were conducted in tw o stages (two rounds per stage, tw o focus groups 
per round). The first stage took place in London UK, and the thematic areas explored were 1) 
disabled user requirements and 2) challenges in building an information system on 
accessible tourism. The second stage dealt w ith the same thematic areas and occurred in 
Athens, Greece. Conducting tw o focus groups per thematic area provided the researchers as 
well as the participants w ith considerable opportun ity to  explore the areas researched. The 
researcher had access to  a significantly larger number o f experts, obtaining tw o sets of 
results which, when compared and analysed, provided greater insights. The initial issues 
revealed in the first rounds o f data collection were incorporated in the discussion in the 
second rounds o f the focus groups. This way, a more comprehensive list o f relevant issues 
was identified tha t enabled a more thorough understanding of the subject matter.
The process o f data structuring and analysis is defined by Creswell (2002 and 2007) 
as "an ongoing", iterative process, which involves making sense o f the data collected 
throughout the research and reducing the data into themes which can be subsequently 
analysed. Indeed while different approaches exist, "the central steps o f coding data, 
combining the codes into broader themes and displaying and making comparison in graphs, 
charts, etc. are the core element o f qualitative data analysis" (Creswell, 2007:148). Further, 
as Yin (2003) suggests, irrespective o f the type o f research and the strategies chosen to  
structure and analyse data, all researchers should not only strive to  accurately "examine, 
categorise, recombine evidence to  address the initial propositions o f the study; [but 
im portantly] they should ensure to  attend to  all evidence, showing adequate concern fo r 
exploring alternative interpretations" (2003:109).
W ithin this framework, this research relies upon an iterative and inductive strategy 
o f data structuring and analysis. Notably, it begins w ith the organisation o f the data 
according to  the broad areas o f exploration taken forward from  the literature chapters and 
then gradually developing emerging themes from  the data themselves. Consequently, the 
primary data generated from focus groups are presented in chapter 6, and they are divided 
and organised around tw o main sections. In section 6.2.2, participant responses in terms of
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the key issues that surround the ir needs fo r participation in tourism are provided. This is 
done in order to  provide a background understanding o f the inform ation related to  
requirements o f travellers w ith  disabilities. Then, in section 6.2.3, each o f the stakeholders' 
attitudes, perceptions, feelings and knowledge and understanding o f accessible tourism 
systems are mapped, presented and elaborated. This is done in order to  highlight the 
dynamism between stakeholders and reveal the respective requirements tha t affect the 
development process o f accessible tourism systems. The background insights highlighted 
are then taken fo rw ard  to  be recombined w ith  the  data collected from  the  usability 
testing in o rder to  compile a more comprehensive set o f requirem ents fo r  accessible 
tourism  systems.
5 .3 .2  PHASE 2
Objective 1: Method 2: Usability Testing
As the second method fo r this study, the deployment o f usability testing was 
considered essential to  complement the results o f the focus groups. The main reason fo r this 
is tha t users cannot always differentiate between the ir wants and the ir needs (Karten, 
1994), and often what is expressed as a requirement is not in line w ith the actual 
requirement (Ackoff, 1967; Berrisford & Wetherbe, 1979). Hence, the focus group results 
could only be viewed as a general guide and could only serve as basic principles w ith  regard 
to  the requirements o f an information system on accessible tourism. The presentation o f a 
prototype to  users and the usability testing was essential to  examine to  what extent the 
representation o f the ir requirements meets the ir actual requirements. The interview nuance 
o f usability testing allows users to  provide indications fo r additions and/or amendments to  
be made to  the system, requirements are then refined and clarified and the variables 
validated to  be fed into the acceptance framework. The combination o f the tw o methods 
could reveal in-depth requirements.
According to  ISO (1992) usability is defined as the "extent to  which a product can be 
used by specified users to  achieve specified goals w ith effectiveness, efficiency and 
satisfaction in a specified context o f use", while usability testing is "a method by which users 
o f a product are asked to  perform certain tasks in an effort to  measure the product's ease- 
of-use, task time, and the user's perception o f the experience" (Anonymous, 2003). Usability
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testing effectively brings users and designers together as it allows designers to  observe users 
perform ing real tasks in a real setting. The test typically involves users performing task 
scenarios, which represent typical user activities and aim to  test a single or a group of 
functions. In order to  produce valid results and reflect users' true intentions, scenarios need 
to  be short, specific, realistic, in users' language and related to  users' context. The number 
o f participants usually ranges between five and ten, and the duration o f the test between 
one and one-and-a-half hours (Kaufman, 2006).
The usability testing method is w idely used due to  the im portant advantages it 
entails. The qualitative and relatively unstructured nature o f this method allows researchers 
to  acquire in-depth knowledge on the issues investigated. Users are encouraged to  provide 
valued comments and feedback during the process, and therefore offer insights on 
optim isation opportunities (Kaufman, 2006). The interaction between users and designers 
also gives the latter the chance to  discuss potential alternative solutions to  the issues raised.
The drawbacks o f this method are similar to  those o f interview variations. One of 
the most critical is the objectivity o f the researcher as results can be influenced and 
interpreted according to  researchers' perceptions. Also, the style o f interaction and 
language (especially when examining technology) can influence the end results and the ir 
analysis (Boland, 1978; Boland & Greenberg, 1992; Davidson, 1999; Mason, 1991; Salaway, 
1987).
The problems associated w ith this method were tackled in tw o ways. W ith regard to  
the objectivity o f the researcher, the researcher was not the designer o f the website hence 
there were no feelings o f ownership or rejection. Secondly, during the testing process, the 
Thinking Aloud Protocol was deployed. The Thinking Aloud Protocol allows the participant to  
vocalise his/her thoughts and feelings while performing the task scenarios. This method 
enables the researcher to  gather rich data on the interaction between the user and the 
system as well as identify correspondence between the language and mental model 
(functionality) used by the user and the system. It therefore prompts the user to  establish 
the style o f conversation. The relatively unstructured nature o f the testing also allowed fo r 
clarifications on both the questions asked and the feedback given.
An invitation to  participate in the usability testing was sent by e-mail to  
"stakeholder" organisations, meaning organisations that would have an interest in
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developing a system w ith  accessible tourism information. Since the testing takes the form  of 
an in-depth interview, the objective becomes to  obtain rich and detailed feedback from  the 
users, not to  conduct a large number o f tests. The usability testing took place over a four- 
day period. Most o f the tests occurred in a laboratory environment in Athens, Greece, while 
tw o had to  be performed at the participants' own location due to  environmental access 
issues. In total, eight tests were performed, and the sample was equally divided into users 
w ith  and w ithou t disabilities. The average duration o f the tests was 90 minutes.
The actual test was performed on the www.europeforall.com website, which is the 
portal o f the OSSATE [One-Stop-Shop fo r Accessible Tourism in Europe, co-funded by the EC 
e-Content Programme] project. One of the aims o f the project was to  develop a prototype 
information service that provides information on European accessible tourism destinations. 
The portal effectively focused on destination "Europe" by aggregating accessibility 
information from  different destinations. The usability testing occurred before the release of 
the official firs t version o f the website. The rationale o f conducting the test before the first 
release is tha t the scope o f the test at this stage o f development is refinement and 
clarification o f users' requirements, rather than system evaluation. Hence the site was used 
as a vehicle to  allow fo r identification of user requirements.
The usability testing took place in a laboratory environment where a computer was 
available and the researcher was placed next to  the user to  be able to  see the users' actions 
on the site. The sessions were audio taped to  assist in the creation o f the transcripts and the 
analysis. Once a participant arrived at the location fo r the testing, the researcher allowed 
some tim e fo r introductions to  create some fam iliarity and elaborated on what would 
happen on the day. Then users were to ld tha t under no circumstances were the ir skills or 
performance examined during the testing; simply the ir valued opinion about the system was 
important. A fter the "com fort" time, users were provided w ith an Information Sheet (see 
Appendix B2) explaining in detail who was conducting the research, the purpose o f the 
research, the research procedures, risks and benefits from  participation, confidentiality and 
contact details. Having read the Information Sheet users were asked to  sign a Consent Form 
(see Appendix B3) whereby they agreed to  voluntarily participate in the usability testing. 
Then a pre-test questionnaire (see Appendix B4) was administered in order to  capture 
demographic and descriptive data of the participants. In total, participants had to  complete 
nine scenarios (see Appendix B5). A fter the test was completed, a post-test questionnaire
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was administered to  assess the usability o f the website (see Appendix B6). This 
questionnaire is a ten-item  scale based on the System Usability Scale (SUS) methodology 
w idely used in the industrial world (Brooke, 1996). The purpose o f the SUS questionnaire 
was to  provide insights on the perceived usability o f the website by the participants, and 
also serve as a questioning platform  whereby the author was able to  acquire more in-depth 
data on the challenges they faced and the requirements these challenges conveyed.
The results o f the usability testing are presented in section 6.3. Each discussion w ith 
the participants provided insights on the issues they faced when using the system. These 
issues revealed key areas fo r improvements so tha t users' requirements were better met. 
The outcomes from  each discussion were embedded in the conversation topics fo r the 
fo llow ing discussion. Hence, a fter each testing, the additional issues that emerged were 
elaborated on to  provide a better understanding o f the situation. Usability testing provided 
in-depth data tha t complemented the initial data acquired through the focus groups, and 
determined the actual content and usability requirements o f an accessible destination 
information system.
5.3.3 PHASE 3
Objective 2: Method 1: Survey
The second objective o f this research is to  examine user acceptance o f an accessible 
tourism information system. Information Systems literature indicates tha t the TAM has 
proven to  be one o f the most effective models to  predict user acceptance and usage 
behaviour. TAM asserts that users' intention (Bl) to  use a system is formed primarily by the 
perceived usefulness (PU) and perceived ease o f use o f the system (PEGU). These tw o 
factors are in turn influenced by a number o f external variables depending on the research 
context. The original instrument fo r measuring these beliefs was developed and validated by 
(Davis, 1986, 1989, 1993). Throughout the years the model has undergone significant 
empirical testing and has been deployed to  predict the acceptance o f numerous 
technologies in different contexts (Agarwal & Prasad, 1999; Igbaria et al., 1997; Karahanna 
et al., 2006; Lai & Li, 2005; Ong & Lai, 2006; Venkatesh et al., 2003; Yi & Hwang, 2003). The 
reliability in many cases exceeds 0.9 and the scales have demonstrated a high degree of 
convergent, discriminant and nomological valid ity (Davis & Venkatesh, 1996). These strong
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psychometric properties have confirmed the appropriateness o f the model fo r studying IS 
acceptance.
For this reason, the TAM was used in this study to  examine user acceptance o f an 
accessible tourism information system. This study does not intend to  make a contribution to  
the methodological approach; instead it deploys a model whose scales have been 
theoretically and empirically validated in over 20 years o f acceptance research. The external 
variables are the user requirements as identified in the firs t stage o f this research and 
disability is used as a moderator in the acceptance model.
Research on user acceptance has predominately used quantitative survey methods. 
Research participants are typically required to  complete a questionnaire that entails the 
acceptance model scales. The distribution o f the questionnaire varies and can be face-to- 
face, mail, e-mail or online (see examples in Table 12). This study follows a similar approach.
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To satisfy the second objective o f this study (to examine the relationship between 
disability and accessible tourism system acceptance), an online survey was deployed. Online 
survey was chosen to  examine disability as a potential moderator in the technology 
acceptance framework because it provides access to  dispersed samples and it ensures basic 
computer literacy o f the sample. The last reason is particularly im portant because the 
research question requires users to  evaluate an information system and basic computer 
literacy is a prerequisite (and also reveals the relevance o f the question to  the user).
Prior to  completing the questionnaire, participants were asked to  visit the 
www.disneylandparis.com website assuming they planned to  visit the destination. The 
reason fo r choosing the particular website is tha t Disneyland Paris is a destination in itself as 
it entails all six As o f a destination (Attractions, Activities, Accessibility, Ancillary services. 
Amenities, Available tourism packages) (Buhalis, 2003). In addition, Disneyland Paris has 
been built w ith accessibility in mind and was awarded the "Best Disabled Facility Award" at 
the Group Leisure Award Dinner in 2002. In 2004 it received the "Tourism and Handicap 
Label" from  the Association o f Tourism and Handicap. It should be noted tha t it is the only 
park in France that has received the "Tourism and Handicap Label" w ith  all fou r icons, which 
ensures optimal access fo r physical, visual, auditory and mental handicaps (DisneylandParis, 
July 2004). Therefore www.disneylandparis.com was considered as the most appropriate 
destination website to  examine as attitudes towards technology acceptance would not be 
jeopardised by potential negative attitudes towards the destination due to  inadequate 
environmental accessibility.
Sample
The theoretical population fo r this study is people tha t require accessibility 
information. The accessible population more specifically consists o f people w ith all types o f 
disabilities but not m ental/intellectual disability. The reason fo r excluding the la tte r is tha t 
the questionnaire is to  be distributed online so the researcher has no means o f elaborating 
on the questions to  the person and/or assistant. This study uses non-probability judgem ent 
sampling as the needs and requirements o f people w ith disabilities are not location specific; 
the questionnaire was distributed through disability organisations throughout Europe to  
the ir members. The reason fo r this is twofo ld . First, this provides greater access to  a larger 
sample. Second, people who are registered to  a disability organisation have adm ittedly
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experienced disability therefore are representative o f the disabled population. In particular, 
48 disability organisations from  27 countries o f the European Union were contacted to 
distribute the link to  the online questionnaire to  the ir mailing list. The instrument was also 
distributed via the follow ing networks; European Network fo r Accessible Tourism (ENAT) 
(600 members), Ning Accessible Tourism online community, European Design fo r All e- 
Accessibility Network (EDeAN) (160 members), European Concept fo r Accessibility (EGA), 
Academic Network o f Disability Experts (ANED), Scott Rains blog and Watch Tour, and 
www.AccessForAII.eu. These disability organisations and the networks were contacted and 
asked to  distribute the survey link to  the ir registered members.
The underlying assumption here is tha t the subjects can speak English as this was an 
English-only version (translation in 27 languages not feasible). The population cannot be 
enumerated and this has implications fo r determining the sample size. Cochran (1977) 
identified four ways of estimating population variances fo r sample size determ ination: 1) 
divide sample in tw o stages, so the first stage results indicate the additional responses 
required to  obtain an appropriate sample size, 2) use pilot study results, 3) use data from  
similar studies, and 4) estimate or guess the structure o f the population based on some 
logical mathematical results. This study follows the first way to  determine sample size.
One o f the major sampling issues fo r this study is to  "measure" disability. There are 
a number o f reasons why disability is d ifficu lt to  measure. The concept o f disability is defined 
differently and as definitions vary, so do the measurement instruments. Accordingly, the 
d ifferent perceptions of disability can produce variable results. For instance, when tw o 
persons have the same impairment, one may perceive him /herself as disabled while the 
other may not. This can be partially credited to  the negative connotations to  the term  
disability as underlined in the social model. Further, the instruments that measure disability 
may not be accessible as such (e.g. a blind person being unable to  complete a self­
completion questionnaire). Consequently, some types o f impairment may receive less 
attention and be under-researched. Additionally, the degree o f impairment is not necessarily 
static; hence, some persons may assume a non-disabled status when at the m oment o f 
measurement the impairment is not at a peak point (Tibbie, 2004).
All o f the above reasons contribute to  the fact tha t disability estimates vary. Even 
surveys tha t use the same definition of disability show discrepancies in the ir results. These 
discrepancies can be attributed to  societal influences in self-reporting behaviour (i.e. self-
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image and disability) as well as the d ifferent instruments deployed to  measure disability 
(Tibbie, 2004). In understanding the variation in the disability estimates it is im portant to  
consider the researcher's agenda, the phrasing of the questions and how findings are 
converted to  depict the disabled population.
Approaches to measuring disability
Discrepancies in the prevalence o f disability results can be attributed to  the 
differences in methodological approaches o f measuring disability, in particular, the 
definition o f disability, the design o f the questions to  identify the disabled population and 
the types o f disabilities involved. Barbotte, Guillemin and Chau (2001), Mbogoni and Me 
(2002) and Van Brakel and Officer (2008) summarise the d ifferent approaches used to  
estimate disability including self-identification, diagnosable conditions, impairment focus, 
activities during daily living and social participation.
W ith self-identification, respondents are required to  respond to  a variation of "Do 
you have a disability" questions. M ont (2007) indicates that through this approach results 
range between 1% and 3%, while via an ICF-based approach in the same population results 
range between 10% and 20%. The diagnosable conditions approach requires the 
respondents to  choose from  a list o f conditions. In this case respondents diagnose 
themselves and results are dependent on contextual variables such as education, social class 
and access to  health services. The impairment focus categorises respondents according to  
physical lim itations. There is typically no consideration o f the correlation between 
impairment and activities, social participation or environmental factors. The activities of 
daiiy iiving approach attempts to  identify difficulties associated w ith basic activities such as 
dressing and bathing. Finally, the social participation approach is preoccupied w ith the 
ability o f the individual to  participate in social conditions such as working and schooling (Van 
Brakel & Officer, 2008).
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The instrument
As discussed in the literature, a number o f hypotheses are developed according to  
the proposed model, as seen in Figure 4. In particular the follow ing hypotheses were tested:
H I: Content requirements will have a positive effect on PU
H2: Trust w ill have a positive effect on PU
H3: Usability requirements w ill have a positive effect on PEOU
H4: PU w ill have a positive effect on Bl
H5: PEOU will positively affect Bl
In this study, attention is paid to  the firs t part o f the ICF model referring to  
functioning and disability. More specifically fo r the purpose o f this research functioning is 
the im portant component in the social model sense. The underlying assumption here is tha t 
an accessible tourism information system can act as an enabler to  tourism participation, 
even if participation itself may be prohibited by a variety o f other factors such as financial, 
attitudinal or other barriers. To qualify such a system as an enabler, users should be able to  
perform a number o f activities when interacting w ith the system. Health problems underpin 
the extent o f difficulties in performing these activities. In the particular context o f this study, 
the content and usability requirements o f an inform ation system are related to  the level o f 
d ifficu lty in perform ing such activities. It is hypothesised tha t the acceptance o f the system 
may be linked to  the degree o f d ifficulty a person has when perform ing activities on the 
system due to  health problems.
This study used an adopted scale proposed by the United Nations (1998) tha t
suggests that people w ith disabilities should be identified using the fo llow ing broad
categories: seeing difficulties (even w ith glasses, if worn), hearing difficulties (even w ith 
hearing aid, if used), speaking difficulties (talking), m oving/m obility difficulties (walking, 
climbing stairs, standing), body movement difficulties (reaching, crouching, kneeling), 
gripping/holding difficulties (using fingers to  grip or handle objects), behavioural difficulties 
(psychological, emotional problems), and other (specify). The phrasing o f the questions plays 
a very im portant role in the quality o f the reported results. Words such as long term , 
disability and handicap are usually connected to  severe disabilities and this may lead to  
underreporting o f mild disabilities (Langlois, 2001; Mbogoni & Me, 2002). Disability is a 
complex phenomenon that represents a continuum that cannot be reduced to  a yes/no
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answer. Mathiowetz (2001) indicated that when participants cannot choose from  multiple 
items they tend to  underreport the ir disabilities. To ensure alignment w ith the ICF model, 
the relevant categories to  this research were selected and phrased, fo r example, as "do you 
have difficulties in seeing even if you wear glasses?" to  stress the activity lim itation w ithout 
labelling the individual as handicapped or lim ited. The available response categories w ill 
allow the participant to  indicate the extent o f difficulty: 1. No difficulty, 2. Some difficulty, 3. 
A lot o f difficulty, 4. Impossible.
W ith regard to  TAM-related variables existing scales were adopted. It is suggested 
tha t to  ensure internal consistency (reliability) the item loading should exceed 0.70 
(suggested benchmark fo r acceptance reliability) (Barclay, Thompson, & Higgins, 1995; 
Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The items fo r PU, PEOU and Behavioural Intention to  Use were 
adopted by Davis (1989) and the strong psychometric properties o f the scales have been 
proven consecutively over the years (Karahanna & Limayem, 2000; Karahanna & Straub, 
1999; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000; Venkatesh et al., 2003; Yu et al., 2005). According to  
Venkatesh and Davis (2000), the Cronbach's a loadings fo r PU items ranged from  0.87 to  
0.98 across studies and tim e periods. Similarly, the Cronbach's a loadings fo r PEOU ranged 
from  0.86 to  0.98, while fo r Behavioural Intention to  Use from  0.82 to  0.97. The item scale 
fo r Behavioural Intention to  recommend were adopted from  Lai and Li (2005) where the 
loading fo r this factor was 0.81. Behavioural Intention to  Use Other Sources o f Information is 
a new item.
W ith regard to  external variables, most o f the scales are new items. As far as 
content requirements are concerned, 15 new items were allocated to  five factors: richness 
o f information, inclusion and access paths, accuracy and reliability (focus group results). To 
establish the importance of these requirements, participants are required to  rate each item 
on a scale o f 1 to  7. Then after they have spent tim e on the website they are asked to  
answer the same questions to  evaluate the specific website.
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Table 13: TAM variable loadings in past research
Item Wording Item loadings Source
Perceived Usefulness Davis, 1989
PU 1 The website enables me to find the information 1 need faster Cronbach's a ranged 
from 0.87 to 0.98 
across studies and time 
periods
Venkatesh and Davis, 
2000
PU 2 The website improves my performance in searching the 
information 1 need
PU 3 The website increases my effectiveness in searching the 
information 1 need
PU 4 The website increases my productivity in searching the 
information 1 need
PUS 1 find the website useful to search the information 1 need
Perceived Ease of Use
PEOU 1 The website makes it easier to search the information 1 need Cronbach's a ranged 
from 0.86 to 0.98 
across studies and time 
periods
Venkatesh and Davis, 
2000
PEOU 2 It is easy to become skilful at using the website
PEOU 3 Learning to operate the website is easy
PEOU 4 The website is flexible to interact with
PEOU 5 My interaction with the website is clear and understandable
PEOU 6 1 would find it easy to get the website to do what 1 want it to 
do
PEOU 7 1 would find the system easy to use
Behavioural Intention to Use
Bl 1 Assuming 1 would visit the destination, 1 intend to use the 
website
Cronbach's a ranged 
from 0.81 to 0.97 
across studies and time 
periods
Venkatesh and Davis, 
2000; Lai and Li, 2005
Venkatesh 
and Davis, 
2000;
Lai and Li, 
2005
812 Assuming 1 would visit the destination, 1 predict that 1 will use 
the website
813 1 will recommend others to use the website
814 Assuming 1 would visit the destination, 1 would only use the 
website for my travel planning
In terms o f usability requirements, the requirements elicited during previous stages 
o f research were grouped into six categories (user experience, website credibility, screen- 
based controls, content organisation, search and accessibility) according to  the official US 
governmental Research-based Web Design and Usability Guidelines (Leavitt & 
Schneiderman, 2003). While the guidelines include a relative importance indicator fo r each 
variable, this study still investigates the importance o f these variables as perceived from  the 
disabled user perspective (usability testing results). Once perceived importance is 
established, respondents will be prompted to  answer if the website accommodates these 
requirements.
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Table 14: Survey items
Construct Measures Source
Content On a destination website, there is accessibility information
Accessibility information about outdoor areas
Accessibility information about moving inside a buiiding
Accessibility information about common areas of a building
Accessibility information about security policy
Accessibility information about accommodation venues
Accessibility information about restaurants
Accessibility information about attractions
Accessibility information about transport
There is detailed accessibility information
Accessibility information is integrated in the main website
The accessibility information is inclusive for all types of disabilities
The website provides accessibility information that I need
There are accessible paths to the destination
There are accessible paths within the destination
There are accessible paths within a venue
Accessibility information is accurate
Accessibility information is explanatory
Accessibility information is objective
Feeling comfortable about relying on the accessibility information to make travel 
arrangements
Feeling satisfied about relying on the accessibility information to make travel 
arrangements
Feeling accessibility information on the website is reliable
New items
Usability Printing option 
Pages print properly
Clear search forms with a push of a button 
Multilingual versions of the website 
Forum section
The source of accessibility information is clearly stated 
Date pictures were uploaded 
Accessibility information is accompanied by pictures 
Entering minimal data for my searches 
Minimised clicks
Finding desired information after only a few pages 
Pictures of different areas of venues 
Interactive maps 
Search option on each page
Accessibility search options are together with other tourism search options 
"Pet-friendly" search option 
Minimal scrolling
Text equivalent for non-text elements 
Change font size
Big enough buttons________________________________
Leavitt & 
Shneiderm 
an, 2003
Trust I believe the website/vendor is honest 
I believe the website/vendor cares about its customers 
I believe the website/vendor is not opportunistic
Gefen et 
al., 2003b
Perceived
Usefulnes
s
The website enables me to find the information I need faster 
The website improves my performance in searching the information I need 
The website increases my effectiveness in searching the information I need 
The website increases my productivity in searching the information I need 
I find the website useful to search the information I need
Davis, 
1989; 
Venkatesh 
& Davis, 
2000
Perceived 
Ease of 
Use
The website makes it easier to search the information I need
It is easy to become skilful at using the website
Learning to operate the website is easy
The website is flexible to interact with
My interaction with the website is clear and understandable
I would find it easy to get the website to do what I want it to do
Davis, 
1989; 
Venkatesh 
& Davis, 
2000
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1 would find the system easy to use.
Behaviou
ral
Intention 
to Use
Assuming 1 would visit the destination, I intend to use the website 
Assuming 1 would visit the destination, 1 predict that 1 would use the website 
1 will recommend the website to others
Assuming 1 would visit the destination, 1 would only use the website for my travel 
planning
Lai & Li, 
2005; 
Venkatesh 
& Davis, 
2000
5.4 CHAPTER CONCLUSION
This chapter provides an overview o f how the research objectives w ill be pursued 
and the specifics o f the research process. In particular, it elaborates on the methodology of 
this study and the research design and methods used. Table 15 provides an overview o f the 
methodology o f this study. This chapter first provides an overview o f different paradigms 
and the relevant ontological, epistemological and methodological stances w ithin those. Then 
it looks specifically at disability literature and discusses how the social model o f disability 
informs the ontological, epistemological and methodological underpinnings o f disability. It 
then explains the choice o f hybrid strategy (using both interpretivist and positivist positions) 
and the mixed-methods approach (both qualitative and quantitative) adopted in this study. 
In particular, an interpretive approach is relevant to  the first objective o f the study and in 
understanding a particular environment and identifying parameters relevant to  the 
accessible tourism area, while a positivist approach is relevant to  the second objective o f the 
study and in trying to  understand acceptance o f a tourism information system. Then the 
chapter explains the choice o f a mixed-methods design and describes the three sequential 
research phases that use both qualitative and quantitative methods to  satisfy the tw o 
objectives. To satisfy the firs t objective, which is to  identify content and usability 
requirements o f an accessible tourism information system, tw o qualitative methods are 
used, namely focus groups and usability testing. While the focus groups provide a list o f 
coarse-grained requirements from  relevant stakeholders, usability testing w ith  the 
assistance o f a prototype as a visual aid provides the refined and final list o f requirements. 
To meet the second objective o f the study, which is to  determine IS acceptance fo r disabled 
tourists, a quantitative online survey is deployed to  examine disability as a potential 
moderator in technology acceptance. The follow ing chapter presents the findings o f this 
study, in the order o f the three phases o f the study.
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6 CHAPTER -  F INDINGS
6.1 INTRODUCTION
This chapter presents the findings of this research. To satisfy the first objective and 
reveal the content and usability requirements fo r accessible tourism, the results from  the 
first tw o phases of the project (focus group and usability testing results) are explained. Then, 
the phase 3 results (survey results) attem pt to address the second objective of this research 
and unveil the role o f disability and accessible tourism requirements in technology 
acceptance.
Chapter structure
Section 6.1: Introduction
Introduction explains the presentation order of the 
results of the three phases of data collection and 
\  maps them to sections 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4.
T
Section 6.2: Phase 1
This section reveals the content requirements 
for accessible tourism as identified by the 
I focus group participants
i
Section 6.3: Phase 2
This section reveals the usability requirements 
for accessible tourism as identified by the 
participants
Section 6.4: Phase 3
This section reveals the results from the 
survey and examined the link between 
disability and technology acceptance
Section 6.5 : Chapter Conclusion
Review and summary of the main points of the 
chapter
Objective 1 
Objective 2
Phase 1 : Focus groups 
_ Phase 2: Usability Testing 
Phase 3: Survey
Background of participants
Content requirements for an 
accessible tourism system
Challenges involved for 
developing an accessible 
tourism system
Background of participants 
List of usability requirements
Sample profile 
Descriptive statistics 
Factor analysis 
Regression analysis 
Disability as a moderator
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6.2 PHASE 1
Objective 1: Content and Usability Requirements (Focus Group Resuits)
This section presents the findings from  the focus groups. The purpose o f the focus 
groups was to  provide an insight into the user requirements fo r an accessible tourism 
system. Informational requirements were the principal point o f the focus groups as they 
were expressed by the d ifferent types o f users, including not only disabled consumers but 
also the relevant stakeholders. As discussed in chapter 5, the  focus groups conducted in 
the  in itia l stages o f the  inqu iry  revealed how, to  enable the fu lfilm e n t o f the  research 
aim and objectives, travellers w ith  disabilities and stakeholders fo r  accessible tourism  
could only be considered as broad w orking categories. Indeed, not only were fu rth e r 
sub-categories identified  w ith in  each category, bu t im portan tly  some noticeable 
overlapping was recognised in term s o f certain requirem ents between d iffe ren t types o f 
im pairm ent. Thus in many instances people w ith  d iffe ren t im pairm ents had the  same 
expectations from  an accessible tourism  system. Also, w ith in  the broader category o f 
accessible tourism  stakeholders, fu rth e r sub-categories (such as tourism 
suppliers/intermediaries, DMOs, service providers, technology producers, etc.) were 
identified . The views o f the different stakeholders/user groups were reviewed and revealed 
the d ifferent agendas (or points o f friction) tha t create challenges fo r building an IS fo r 
accessible tourism.
Consequently, in order to  unpack the  data orderly and to  enable the  researcher 
to  h ighlight the  rich and complex dynamism w ith in  each category, the  categories are 
hereafter presented independently. Firstly, the  categories' understanding, a ttitudes and 
requirem ents are highlighted and discussed. Here, the  voices w ith in  each group are 
d irectly  reported and identified in text, w ith  a fu rth e r explanation o f the  partic ipants ' 
position. The information in this section represents the researcher's in terpretation based on 
the thematic analysis o f the notes made during the focus group meetings. These were 
in form ed by the principle o f saturation, w hereby each category was studied un til a 
"consensus construction" among partic ipants could be achieved. The number o f 
participants as well as the composition o f each focus group in terms o f type o f stakeholders 
can be found in Appendix B l.
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6 .2 .1  BACKGROUND OF PARTICIPANTS
As explained in chapter 5, a to ta l o f eight focus groups were conducted in tw o 
stages. Each stage entailed tw o rounds o f focus groups. Each round included tw o focus 
groups, one fo r each thematic area examined (disabled user requirements and challenges 
fo r accessible tourism systems). Each focus group had a maximum o f 20 participants 
including all seven stakeholder categories. The fu ll focus group composition can be found in 
Appendix B l.
In total, there were 96 participants from  27 countries, 54 o f whom were male and 
42 female (Appendix C l). For stage 1 (two rounds = four focus groups, tw o per thematic 
area), there were 46 participants from 20 countries, 26 o f whom were male and 20 female. 
For stage 2 (two rounds = four focus groups, tw o per thematic area), there were 51 
participants from  20 countries, 28 of whom were male and 23 female. In both stages all 
stakeholder categories were represented in the focus groups (for more details on analysis o f 
country, stakeholder categories and gender both on an aggregate level as well as per stage 
see Appendix C l).
Overall, out o f the 96 participants, 27 faced no difficulties in seeing, hearing, 
speaking, moving or behaving, while 69 did face difficulties. Participants were recruited 
because o f the ir understanding o f the requirements of people w ith disabilities, and although 
some o f them were not impaired themselves, they had an active interest in the area either 
professional interest as part o f the ir role in the ir working life, or personal interest as many 
had friends and fam ily members who were impaired. Hence, they have the expertise o f 
identifying barriers and are sensitive to requirements o f people w ith disabilities. Out o f the 
remaining 69 participants who indicated tha t they faced difficulties (many o f whom faced 
multiple types o f difficulties), 32 faced seeing difficulties, 12 hearing difficulties, 6 speaking 
difficulties, 22 moving difficulties (walking, climbing stairs, standing), 18 body movement 
difficulties (reaching, crouching, kneeling), 10 gripping/holding difficulties, and 3 behavioural 
difficulties (psychological, emotional problems) (Appendix C l).
6 .2 .2  DISABLED USER REQUIREMENTS
Focus group participants identified the follow ing themes as the primary issues that 
concern them w ith accessible tourism.
145
Richness of information. Respondents acknowledged that fo r some properties built 
before relevant legislation or fo r fragile heritage sites and attractions there may be issues 
w ith  improving accessibility. However, they argued that stating that a site is not accessible is 
as im portant (if not more) as providing details on the level o f accessibility. They claimed that 
even if a venue is not accessible it should be clearly stated as such because this helps to  
exclude venues from  the ir available options making the ir search more focused and efficient. 
In terms of accessibility information, they stated tha t detailed information enables them  to 
make more informed decisions w ith regard to  travel choices as incomplete or insufficient 
information is as good as none.
"Many times I have to call the place to see If It Is accessible and then 
they tell me If  It Is or not... I need to do that with so many places that 
provide only Indications of accessibility that I get frustrated at the end 
and often give up. "
"Knowing that a venue Is not accessible Is disappointing, but at the
same time It saves me the effort of trying to find out."
Accessibility information required according to type of disability. Experts from  the 
focus groups identified the most im portant type o f information (criteria) required prior to  
travel according to  d ifferent types o f disabilities. While there is a tendency to  regard all 
information criteria as very important, the percentage of the respondents' answers was 
used fo r classification. Criteria tha t less than 30% o f the respondents were in favour o f were
tagged as less im portant; criteria supported by 30% to  70% o f the respondents were
regarded as important; and criteria endorsed by more than 70% o f the participants were 
considered as very important. These criteria were therefore rated by participants as very 
important, im portant and less important. D ifferent types o f disability placed importance on 
different criteria while the degree of ability/d isability determines the significance o f each o f 
those criteria fo r individual travellers. For individuals, very im portant criteria were also 
termed as "veto criteria" (the absolute minimum prerequisite tha t allows a person to  enter a 
building or make use of a service). Table 16 illustrates the critical information required prior 
to  travelling per type o f impairment.
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Table 16: Importance of information per type of impairment
■ Type of impairment
Information required -----------
prior to travel _ _
Mobility
Impaired
Visually
Impaired
Hearing
Impaired
Speech
Impaired
Mentally
Impaired
Hidden
Impaired
Elderly
Population
/n/brmot/on about outdoor areas of the 
accommodation/attraction
Easily recognisable entrance O O O O 0 0 0
Automatic doors at the entrance o o o 0 O O O
Ramps around the building o o o o o O o
Parking for people with disabilities close to the 
building o 0 0 o 0 o o
Tactile guide paths for blind people o o o o o o o
Information about moving inside the building
Elevator's length, width, height o o o o o o o
Height of staircase o o o o o o 0
Easily recognisable colours o 0 o 0 o 0 0
Easily readable signs © 0 o o o 0 o
Ramps inside the building o o o o o o o
Tactile guide paths for blind people o o o o o o o
Information about the common areas of 
accommodation/attraction
All the common areas are on the ground floor o o o o o 0 0
Location of accessible toilet nearby the common 
areas o o o 0 o o 0
Layout of common areas indoors (moving around 
easily, special signage, tactile paths)
o o o o 0 o o
Availability of large-print menus in 
cafeteria/restaurant
o o o o 0 o o
Availability of "induction loop" for hearing impaired 
using a hearing aid (e.g. at the reception desk, in 
public areas)
o o o o o o o
Information about the security policy of the 
accommodation/attraction
Accessible emergency exits o o o o o o o
Accessible emergency signs 0 o o o 0 0 0
Plan of evacuation for disabled people o o o 0 o o o
Availability of alternative fire alarm signal (e.g. 
vibration pad or flashing light for deaf persons)
o o o o o o 0
Information about the accessibility of rooms
There are rooms specially designed for disabled 
visitors o o 0 0 0 0 o
There are accessible twin rooms 0 o o o 0 0 0
You can easily reach the plugs and the light switches o o o o o o o
The furniture inside the room can be easily relocated 
by you or your assistant
o o o o 0 0 o
It is possible to use your aids in the room (e.g. lifts) o o o o 0 o o
You can easily use the furniture inside the room o o o 0 o 0 0
The floor inside the room is clear of carpets etc. o o o o o o o
Room service is available 24 hours a day 0 o 0 0 o o o
There is an accessible toilet inside the accessible 
rooms o o o o o o o
Guide dogs are allowed in the rooms o o o o o o o
Toilet facilities for guide dogs o o o o o o o
Availability of "induction loop" for hearing impaired 
using a hearing aid (e.g. for the TV)
o o o o o o o
O = Very Important © = Important O = Not Important
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Table 16 provides an overview o f the most essential information required from  each 
disability sub-segment. It demonstrates which type o f information (criteria) is most sought 
by people w ith d ifferent impairments. For instance, the criterion "Guide dogs are allowed in 
the rooms" is very im portant fo r visually impaired travellers but unim portant and irrelevant 
to  travellers w ith d ifferent impairments. However, it does not examine the level o f 
information required according to  the degree o f impairment (i.e. does not examine the 
importance of criteria w ith in a type o f impairment). For example, the criterion "Parking fo r 
people w ith disabilities close to  the building" is rated as very im portant by people w ith 
m obility impairments; however, it is not clear whether the importance o f the criterion 
fluctuates according to  the severity o f impairment. This is only the firs t step towards a more 
detailed and in-depth analysis o f the requirements of seven disability sub-segments. Future 
research shall investigate the level o f informational requirements fo r each o f those 
segments.
Personalisation. The sub-segments o f the disability population have different 
requirements. User profiling should be deployed to  enhance personalised information 
provision; however, participants explained that the industry should refrain from  over 
segmentation and naïve assumptions o f people's abilities. Interestingly, focus group 
participants explained that disabled people often compromise between facilities, features, 
location and prices. Individuals may often be able to  trade o ff some disability features fo r 
some o f the other product characteristics. For example, sorneone may decide tha t fo r a 
short stay, it is better to  book a less accessible and comfortable (but still accommodating) 
hotel that has a better price, rather than a more accessible and comfortable hotel tha t is 
more expensive. Participants also claimed that they would be w illing to  disclose inform ation 
about the type and degree o f the ir disability to  a system that deployed advanced 
personalisation and would be able to  o ffer tailor-made information according to  personal 
abilities and preferences. They believed this would enable them to  trade-off between 
facilities, location or price according to  the ir ability and preference. The provision o f a 
personalised service should allow the end user to  make the final choice and decide which 
compromises to  make between different elements o f the travel process.
"In my last three trips I compromised In the configuration of the room 
and bathroom for a better location that would give me easier access 
to key attractions that I wanted to visit. I had to choose between a
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perfectly designed room for my needs, which was 5 miles away from  
what I wanted to visit, and a central hotel, right next to the 
attractions that was not totally accessible fo r my needs but would 
spare me the hassle of public transport."
"Previously I had also compromised between facilities and prices as 
most disabled facilities are overpriced and beyond my means. For me 
comprehensive Information Is critical fo r being able to decide on those 
trade-offs and to be able to maximise the clarity of the place so that 
decisions are based on my judgement."
"I need to Judge myself what Is suitable fo r me. I may be a wheelchair 
user, but I can also use a stick to get over a few  steps...and I would be 
more than happy to do so. If that would provide me with a better price 
or proximity to my point of Interest"
Inclusion. Participants argued that accessibility information should be an integral 
part o f generic information provision and should address all types o f disablement. The vast 
majority o f the focus group participants argued that disability tourism should no longer be 
considered as a niche but should be streamlined. This was considered as the most 
appropriate way to  bridge the gap between the need fo r reliable data on accessibility and 
content-rich destination information.
Many focus group participants argued that the existing tourism information 
provision on accessibility is skewed towards m obility impairments. The main reason is tha t 
this category is more restricted by the "veto" principle because unless there is a fa irly fla t 
surface and a wide enough opening fo r wheelchairs to  go through, prospective travellers are 
unable to  travel. Other types o f disability have less firm  "vetoes".
"I cannot consider tourism being Inclusive when I cannot obtain the 
Information I need from the same sources other able-bodied persons 
utilise."
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"l/l/e discuss about inclusive tourism Information provision, with 
details on accessibility for the disabled. It seems though that what Is 
Included Is only Information fo r the mobility Impaired, neglecting 
other types of disablement."
"Our requirements are often considerably different and hence the 
Industry needs to appreciate the distinctive needs. For example one of 
my needs Is for accommodation establishments to provide suitable 
facilities for my guide dog, which will not apply to other types of 
disability"
"It Is very convenient to categorise people according to type of 
disabilities and presume their needs, but It Is also myopic. Often 
people have more than one type of disability and then the complexity 
of the requirements cannot be dealt with by simply adding access 
criteria."
Accuracy. Participants explained that tourism information relevant to  accessibility is 
provided by a variety o f players and can be generic or specific. For instance, DMOs often 
provide generic tourism information w ith little  focus on accessibility, whereas national, 
regional or local accessibility schemes may provide accessibility inform ation that 
occasionally applies to  tourism suppliers and destinations. The reliability and quality o f this 
information is often inconsistent and people w ith disabilities are often disappointed to  find 
tha t in reality destinations or facilities do not match the descriptions provided. Hence, 
accuracy o f information is o f paramount importance and the need fo r accuracy is intensified 
by the fact that information regarding tourism accessibility is highly fragmented and 
scattered among different industry players tha t cover different geographical areas.
"Every place has a different understanding of accessibility. Last year I 
was visiting a hotel In Italy, and the owner reassured me that It was 
accesslble....and the Inside of It was...However, I arrived there only to 
find out that he and his son would lift me with my wheelchair over the 
few  steps leading to the reception...so they personally made sure that 
the hotel was accessible!"
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"I always consult with [disability organisation] before I travel abroad 
because trying to make sense of the different standards Is tiresome."
Reliability. Reliability o f information is also a key determ inant fo r people w ith 
disabilities when making travel decisions. The importance o f reliability lies w ith in the fact 
tha t the lack o f reliable and accurate information can result in disabled people not 
commencing any travelling process whatsoever. Participants underlined the importance of 
objective measurements, using reliable assessments and reporting mechanisms in contrast 
w ith prescriptive information (i.e. indicative, such as a wheelchair icon in a restaurant 
website w ith no fu rther detail). Objectivity allows disabled people to  judge fo r themselves 
the suitability o f a facility or destination rather than rely on the perception o f the facility 
owner or assessor. The provision o f objective and absolute measurements is significant as it 
enables disabled people to  appraise a facility according to  the ir personal abilities and criteria 
and is even more im portant fo r those at the high end o f the pyramid that are often 
restricted by a huge number o f barriers.
"Although I do appreciate that some facilities are not suitable for my 
needs, I cannot understand why many facilities either provide no 
Information In advance or the Information they provide Is misleading, 
often due to careless remarks of receptionists or reservation staff."
"If I had accurate Information, such as floor map and the accessible 
path to their accessible rooms, I could decide whether to go or not, 
which wheelchair to take with me and to decide If I need assistance 
when I reach the place."
"... This means that I am now confined to travel only to places that I 
have had a satisfactory experience In the past or the ones that some 
of my friends or organisations that I belong to have Inspected and 
approved."
Access paths. Participants explained tha t although they are encouraged by the 
increasing availability o f information, they are still frustrated w ith the fragm entation and 
unreliability o f this information. They also emphasised the need fo r information provision for
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the ir "door-to-door" experience because unless the whole path is accessible the trip  
experience will be disrupted. Hence, accessibility information connecting the origin, the 
transit area and the destination should be provided, creating a door-to-door access map. 
Cooperation w ith multiple stakeholders and other content aggregators can result in 
leveraging all relevant information to  create the door-to-door accessibility maps. Tourism 
information provision, however, w ill not be inclusive unless the information itself is easily 
obtainable.
"Sometimes it is not the accessibility of the facility or the destination 
that makes the trip difficult It Is until you get there."
"Even If  one small part of the path Is Inaccessible a disabled person 
can suffer a considerable Inconvenience, confidence loss, humiliation 
or even return back from the trip."
"Unless we know we can go all the way, we can't really go."
Trust. The lack of trust regarding the reliability and accuracy o f tourism information 
provided creates a strong community sense and peer-to-peer advice is treasured. Although 
the information may not be intentionally misleading, there is definitely a higher perceived 
value in the opinion o f a user who has more or less the same requirements than other 
sources o f information.
Most participants explained that they depend on the internet fo r finding information 
about accessibility before travelling. They use a variety o f sites, including DMOs, suppliers' 
official sites, information provided by disability organisations and blogs. The disabled 
population has established many active online communities sharing views on special interest 
topics. Often they use search engines to  identify other disabled persons and communicate 
directly asking fo r advice fo r specific locations or facilities.
"Sharing experiences with people that have similar travel needs Is 
comforting and reassuring as It diminishes fear and uncertainty prior 
to travel. Now I can consult numerous users by just accessing the 
Internet."
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6 .2 .3  CHALLENGES FOR ACCESSIBLE TOURISM  SYSTEMS
As elaborated on in section 3.3.1, designing technology fo r people w ith disabilities 
can be complex due to  conflicting stakeholder interests. Applied to  the context of tourism, 
this becomes even more complicated as the number of involved parties in delivering tourism 
experiences increases and the interrelation between the stakeholders creates more points 
o f friction. The graphical illustration of these relationships as viewed by Shalinsky (1989) is 
now enhanced w ith two more stakeholder groups that add the tourism perspective to  the 
issue, namely 1) Destination Management Organisations (DMOs), and 2) Tourism 
Suppliers/Intermediaries (Figure 5). DMOs are primarily responsible fo r distributing 
information about the ir respective destinations. Tourism suppliers include tourism vendors 
such as hoteliers, while tourism intermediaries refer to the organisations that intermediate 
between customers and destinations and assist in helping the customer realise a tourism 
experience, i.e. travel agents and tourism operators. The reason that tourism stakeholders 
are divided into tw o categories is that DMOs are not exclusively profit driven and instead 
focus on the type and quality o f information provided and a destination's image.
Figure 5: Interrelationships of stakeholders for an IS on accessible tourism 
8. DMOs
7. Funders1. Research and Education
2. Technology Producers
3. Service Providers 5. Legislators
4. Tourism Supply / Intermediaries
6. Disabled Consumers
The results of the focus groups indicated a number of challenges/issues that can 
potentially impede the development process. Stakeholders are user groups of technology 
and have particular requirements. The number of involved parties and the diversity of 
interests resulted in conflicting requirements.
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Representatives o f the research and education group stated that they are concerned 
about the diligence o f the investigation required to  sufficiently inform  the development 
process o f the expected product/service. Therefore, they need tim e and resources to  be 
exploited to  the ir fu ll extent so that the research processes run unobstructed. They also 
claimed tha t technology providers, DMOs and tourism suppliers/intermediaries often 
endanger the validity o f the ir research. Technology providers want to  minimise tim e fo r 
research as they are keen to  start the product roll-out. DMOs and tourism 
suppliers/intermediaries, being close to  the industry and the real world, are more focused 
on results and have a more superficial approach to  research. Hence, they oppose any 
attempts that deploy complicated research methods and instruments that w ill sufficiently 
provide valuable insights into the issues at hand. As one university member stated:
"Non-academics feel they can get away with pretty pictures and 
coiourful graphs. The problem is that if research is not right, then the 
whole development is based on assumptions, and the end-product is 
likely to fail its purpose."
The stakeholder group o f service providers acted as representatives o f the disabled 
community. W ith tha t in mind, the ir best interest was to  cater fo r the whole spectrum of 
disabled individuals including and even focusing on servicing people tha t belong to  the high 
end o f disability. Hence, they required a service that is inclusive fo r all types and extents o f 
impairment. At the same time, they noted that the service should not be explicitly focused 
on people w ith disabilities as this is discrimination in itself. In essence, they required a 
service tha t looks similar to  other mainstream tourism websites, is accessible to  read online 
and can satisfy all needs by providing comprehensive, accurate, reliable, objective and 
relevant information fo r all types of impairments.
DMOs were also inclined towards a website that looks as mainstream as possible. 
DMOs, commercially active or not, aim fo r high reach. In tha t context, they stated tha t they 
are w illing to  compromise servicing those w ith high level o f impairments in order to  appeal 
to  the mass market tha t dominates the low end o f disability. A participant representing an 
National Tourism Organisation (NTO) stated:
"It is important to provide inclusive information; however, our goal is 
to deliver our message to a wider audience. People with severe
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disabilities is a niche that can be better served by specialised providers 
as we lack the expertise and budget to promote so detailed 
information."
The justification and explanation fo r this viewpoint was elaborated on by a 
participant, a member o f a Local Tourism Board, who was handling accessibility information, 
as follows:
"Mainstream tourism providers are unable to serve disabled people 
primarily because they are unaware and negligent of the complexity 
of disabled peoples' needs. It is only specialised providers that are 
competent enough to deal with the individual customer abilities, and 
will take the cost of gathering and assessing accessibility 
information."
Representatives from  this category also claimed that a website that looks purpose- 
built fo r disabled individuals w ill discourage people who are not or do not perceive 
themselves to  be disabled, to  make use o f this information source. In a nutshell, DMOs 
require information to  be available as w idely as possible, even if this results in some people 
w ith a high level o f impairment being overlooked.
W ith regard to  disabled consumers, the ir requirements were elaborated on in the 
previous section. In brief, the ir primary content requirements can be summarised as rich and 
reliable content tha t refers to  the whole value chain o f the destination. Hence, participants 
claimed that the integration o f content from  m ultiple sources is critical. As fo r the vehicle o f 
delivery o f this content, which is the website, they stated tha t it needs to  be reasonably 
accessible. This means that even if the website is not utterly accessible it should be at least 
designed w ith accessibility in mind so that it can interoperate w ith assistive technologies.
Finally, technology providers are faced w ith  the ultimate challenge: to  develop a 
solution tha t w ill satisfy all o f the contradicting requirements. In particular, they need to  
integrate content from  multiple sources to  enable disabled users to  plan the ir travel 
holistically, but the process can be hindered by interoperability issues. Participants from  this 
group also mentioned that most o f the mainstream tourism websites are not accessible, so 
in order to  satisfy both tourism stakeholders as well as service providers, they would have to  
create a website tha t has the "look and feel" o f a mainstream tourism website but also
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provides the design, personalisation and profiling features to  cater fo r the whole range of 
users.
6 .2 .4  SUMMARY
To summarise, disabled user information (content) requirements are accessibility 
information, richness o f information, accuracy, reliability and accessibility maps. In terms of 
interface, they require personalisation and profiling features to  allow them to retrieve ta ilor- 
made information tha t w ill enable them to  choose a holiday according to  respective abilities 
as well as personal preference. W ith regard to  the challenges involved in building an IS fo r 
accessible tourism, relevant stakeholders (research and education, service providers, DMOs, 
disabled consumers, technology providers) revealed the ir respective agendas and 
elaborated on the nature o f the ir relationship w ith the other stakeholders and how it 
influences the process o f accomplishing the aforementioned objective. The next step was to  
take the key inform ation (content) requirements (accessibility information, richness of 
information, accuracy, reliability and accessibility maps) as identified by the focus groups, 
and feed them into a survey tha t w ill a ttem pt to  verify the importance o f these 
requirements by the w ider disabled community.
6.3 PHASE 2
Objective 1: Content and Usability Requirements (Usability Testing Results)
This section presents the usability testing results. It first describes the background of 
participants, then it provides an overview o f the success rate per scenario presented to  users 
and finally presents the content and usability requirements.
The deployment o f usability testing was considered essential to  complement the 
results o f the focus groups in order to  satisfy the first objective o f the study, which is to  
identify content and usability requirements fo r an accessible tourism system. Users cannot 
always differentiate between the ir wants and the ir needs (Karten, 1994), and often what is 
expressed as a requirement is not in line w ith the actual requirement (Ackoff, 1967; 
Berrisford & Wetherbe, 1979). Hence, the focus group results could only be viewed as a
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general guide, and could only serve as basic principles w ith regard to  the information 
(content) requirements o f an IS fo r accessible tourism. Usability testing focused more on 
identifying the information presentation (usability) requirements.
The actual test was performed on the www.europeforall.com website, which is the 
portal o f the OSSATE [One-Stop-Shop fo r Accessible Tourism in Europe, co-funded by the EC 
e-Content Programme] project. The website provides information on European accessible 
tourism destinations. It effectively focused on destination "Europe" by aggregating 
accessibility information from different destinations. The usability testing occurred before 
the release o f the official firs t version o f the website. The rationale fo r conducting the test 
before the first release is tha t the scope o f the test at this stage o f development is 
refinement and clarification o f users' requirements rather than system evaluation.
Users were presented w ith a prototype website and were asked to  complete nine 
scenarios based on trying to  find information fo r different imaginary trips. During this 
process it was possible to  examine to  what extent the representation o f the ir requirements 
met the ir actual requirements. The interview nuance o f usability testing allowed users to  
refine and clarify requirements and distil the variables to  be fed into the acceptance 
framework. The combination o f the focus groups and usability testing revealed in-depth 
information requirements both in terms o f content and usability. First the background of 
participants is presented followed by the success rate per scenario they were asked to  
complete.
6 .3 .1  BACKGROUND OF PARTICIPANTS
In tota l there were eight participants: tw o were male and six female. In terms o f age, 
half o f the respondents belong to  the 21-35 age group , three belonged to  the 36-50 group, 
and one person to  the 51-65 age group. As far as internet experience is concerned, six 
respondents have been using the internet fo r more than five years, one person between 
three and five years and one person between one and three years. Years o f in ternet 
experience can be an indicator o f literacy; however, the hours users spent using the internet 
per week provide a clearer insight. Five out o f eight respondents use the internet over 20 
hours per week; tw o respondents between 10 and 20 hours; and one respondent less than 
five hours per week. In order to  assess the ir past experience w ith accessible tourism  
websites, participants were asked to  reveal the number o f searches they have performed
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regarding accessible tourism. Five respondents were experienced w ith online searches fo r 
accessible tourism, having searched three or more times. Two participants have searched 
once or tw ice and one participant had never performed such a search. Hence, the variation 
in number o f searches indicated tha t generally experienced internet users would constitute 
a sample tha t could provide expert as well as naïve comments w ith regard to  accessible 
tourism websites.
Regarding participants' professional background, most o f the critical stakeholder 
groups were represented in the sample, as illustrated in Table 17.
Table 17: Participants' professional background
Professional Background Number of Participants
Public sector 2
Disability organisation 2
Technology provider 2
University 1
Architect 1
Respondents were equally divided into tw o sub-groups. Half o f the respondents had 
some type of disability and half had none. However, some o f the disabled group participants 
had more than one type o f disability (Table 18). The particular test was conducted w ith 
mobility impaired people. It also has to  be noted that theMmpairment o f all four participants 
w ith disabilities was permanent.
Table 18: Participants' type of impairment
Type of Impairment Number of Responses
None 4
Walking difficulties -
Hand/arm dexterity difficulties 2
Other sensory/motor difficulties -
Wheelchair user 3
Visual -
Hearing -
Speech -
Mental/intellectual -
Other (dyslexia) 1
While wearing reading glasses is not perceived as a visual impairment, it was 
interesting to  see if participants were using any. The reason fo r this is tha t people w ith 
eyesight problems are likely to  use magnifiers or change font. In this test, five out o f the 
eight participants were wearing reading glasses.
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In terms o f additional equipment used to  operate a computer, i.e. assistive 
technologies, only one participant used a range o f assistive devices. Finally, participants used 
more than one browser simultaneously, usually both Firefox and Internet Explorer, but 
Firefox was the most popular.
6 .3 .2  SUCCESS RATE PER SCENARIO
In general, none o f the scenarios had a success rate lower than 50%, meaning tha t at 
least half o f the users managed to  accomplish the task directed by the scenario (Table 19). In 
an attem pt to  examine if there are any discrepancies between the tw o sub-groups o f the 
sample (disabled and able-bodied) on an aggregated level, no considerable difference was 
noted. The disabled group completed 26 scenarios successfully while the able-bodied group 
completed 27 scenarios successfully, indicating that no significant variation occurred.
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6.3.3 USABILITY REQUIREMENTS
This section presents the usability requirements for an accessible tourism system as 
explained by the participants. Some users suggested that it would be useful to have the AAA 
sign consistently on all pages to be able to change the font size.
Requirement 1: Option to change font size on all web pages
Users also claimed that they wanted to type in the least information possible, especially 
as people with mobility/dexterity problems may find it very strenuous to enter information. For 
example, on a registration page, the "Preferred language" field should be a scroll bar, or when 
selecting country of residence some other fields should be filled in automatically to save the 
user from extra effort i.e. the code on the telephone number field (e.g. Greece 0030) Figure 6.
Figure 6: Usability test results - example 1
«0 •  •
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Requirement 2: Automation of data input where possible
Users also mentioned the importance of explanatory text next to search functions. They 
explained that for people who visit a website for the first time or people with intellectual 
impairment need some text to assist them in understanding what they see. The explanatory text 
should be short and use simple wording.
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Requirement 3: System functions should have a short and understandable explanatory text 
attached
Users performing a geographical search suggested that the number of clicks to  reach a 
selection should be minimised and that horizontal destination selection features are very 
helpful, especially fo r people who cannot easily operate a mouse due to mobility issues. They 
also mentioned that geographical searches often require memory recall and cognitive effort that 
is difficult for mentally impaired users to  perform and maps as a visual aid (preferably 
interactive ones could alleviate this issue).
Requirement 4: Minimise clicks for destination selection
Requirement 5: Use maps to assist destination selection
Users also mentioned that size does matter when push buttons are concerned. Small 
buttons are not easy to click on, so mobility impaired users have great difficulty in manoeuvring 
the mouse to hit the desired button.
Requirement 6: Introduce bigger than average sized buttons
Users thought that concerning holidays, printed information is very convenient to 
discuss with travel companions and reach a decision about travel attributes. Hence, users should 
be able to access printable versions of the website as well as be able to download PDFs of floor 
plans.
Requirement 7: Web pages should be available in accessible, printable formats
Users fe lt they should be able to  filter/sort/m inim ise their initial results further using 
different or additional filters. These filters should be available throughout the search process 
from the search page to results pages.
Requirement 8: Search filters should be available throughout the search process
All users wanted the accessibility filte r to  appear together with the rest o f the tourism 
filters (i.e. hotel, restaurant) so that they could get only the relevant results to  their searches
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and people w ith hand movement problems would not have to  type a word on a free-text search. 
Participants focused on the importance of accessibility filters (i.e. type of impairment) because 
accessibility information often belongs to  specific venue information. In that case, they need to 
check venues one by one, which is ineffective and time-consuming. The integration of 
accessibility filters w ith tourism ones would enable the user to personalise their searches and 
combine more search criteria, fo r instance, search simultaneously using accessibility and hotel 
star rating filters. In the particular system, accessibility filters were not placed together with the 
rest of the tourism filters but they appeared at the bottom of the results pages. Respondents 
claimed that since accessibility filters are treated and positioned differently from the rest of the 
filters then they assume they are not important or trustworthy.
Requirement 9: Integrate accessibility filters with other tourism filters
Participants noticed that accessibility filte r options should be ranked alphabetically. The 
main reason for this is that people w ith impairments that are not related to  mobility feel that 
their requirements are not perceived as important. Therefore alphabetical ranking of the filters 
should provide impartiality to all impairments.
Requirement 10: Accessibility filters should be ranked alphabetically
Some participants suggested that though not directly related to  accessibility options, the 
"pet-friendly" filte r is important. This is a primary requirement of the visually impaired 
population who utilise guide dogs and travelling w ithout them is simply impossible.
Requirement R ll:  Include "pet-friendly" filter among the accessibility filters
Participants also expressed a wish to  be able to  view pictures of the different areas of 
venues. They explained that descriptive text does not always provide sufficient information to 
assist decision-making. Even if the information source is trusted and the reliability and accuracy 
of content is not questioned, pictures still add value to the user as they enable them to judge for 
themselves. Users were looking for information on the date the data was entered (regarding a 
venue) because a recent date would indicate that the information provided would be "close to 
reality". On the results page of the specific website, a "picture section" was available to  users to 
see photos of different parts o f the venues. Participants were satisfied w ith the existence of this
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section. However, they argued that pictures should appear alongside accessibility information 
because then users can have an overview of a venue's accessibility at once, content sections can 
be more distinct and the whole web page will be easier to read.
Requirement 12: Include pictures o f different areas o f venues and upload date
Requirement 13: Accessibility information should be accompanied by pictures in every section
Some users were looking fo r a community and lifestyle section. Participants claimed 
that forums that are built in travel sites are very useful to  the disabled population as they can 
share opinions and experiences. They feel this feature empowers them to criticise vendors that 
provide false accessibility information or give credit to  those who are worth it.
Requirement 14: Include a forum section
Within the context o f minimising users' effort to  input data, the particular website 
retained search preferences from previous searches. This had a negative impact on users as in 
order to clear the search form they had to either click on another page and then return or they 
had to delete the data entry fields manually. The latter option was particularly discomforting for 
users with hand dexterity issues. Hence, they suggested that they are happy w ith a system to 
"remember" their preferences provided that there is a function that can clear the form fo r them 
when required.
Requirement 15: Enable users to clear search forms with a push of a button
Participants also suggested that to  the extent that is possible, designers should avoid 
creating pages where users have to  scroll down to see the whole page. The able-bodied group of 
participants argued that they feel it is easier to  navigate and find information quicker on a 
shorter page while the group of impaired participants claimed that finding the sidebar w ith the 
cursor and then moving it up or down is a process that they are happy to  avoid if possible. A bad 
example of this issue is illustrated in Figure 7 and Figure 8 and shows what users see before and 
after scrolling down. In this case there is a lot of wasted space at the top of the page and the list 
of available results is not obvious from the start, only after scrolling down. This results in users 
not being confident that there are any results available.
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Figure 7: Usability test results - example 2a
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Figure 8: Usability test results - example 2b
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Requirement 16: Use webpage space wisely and create pages that users do not need to scroll 
down
Participants also suggested that the website interface should be intuitive so that it 
requires minimum cognitive effort to  operate. For instance, in unsuccessful registration fields 
where data is missing or is incorrect, this should be highlighted or marked in a different colour 
and in any case be distinctive enough to  guide users to take the correct further action; or when 
a search field is optional it should be clearly stated. This is extremely important for people with 
mental/intellectual impairment.
Requirement 17: A system should assist users in completing their objectives by minimising 
cognitive effort required
Another issue that participants were concerned with is the language. For instance, when 
a site is not multilingual, then the destination names are either translated or written according 
to the primary language characters. In any case users stated a preference for content delivered 
in their native language. The language issue has been widely known in the tourism industry for 
years. However, when disability is involved then searches need to  utilise terminology associated 
with types of disabilities. For example, when a hearing impaired person is looking for 
accommodation that offers emergency call system with flashlight, she/he must know the term 
to perform the search.
Requirement 18: Develop multilingual versions for a website
Respondents also explained that when the accessibility information displayed was 
produced by a professional assessor they tend to regard the information as more trustworthy 
and reliable. Accessibility information provided by venue owners is welcomed because at least 
some is better than no information, but users would have to  call the venue to verify the data. 
Hence, participants argued for the accessibility information source to  be clearly stated.
Requirement 19: The source of accessibility information should be clearly stated
In terms of the display of accessibility information in this particular website, the 
description of the venues was in a question and answer form (Figure 9). Overall this form at was
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w ell received by th e  participants; how ever, th ey  noted th a t questions should not be to o  long or 
have a keyw ord highlighted to  assist users in scanning th e  in form ation  quicker.
Figure 9: Usability test results - Example 3
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Is there level access (with no steps or tliresholds), or access by a ramp or lift from the entrance 
to reception? ■ -
Yes.
Is there level access (with no steps or thresholds), or access by a ramp or lift to a public toilet?
Yes,
Is there level access (with no steps or thresholds), or access by a ramp or lift to a public toilet 
suitable for use by guests with a disability?
Yes.
Is there level access (with no steps or thresholds), or access by a ramp or lift to the lounge?
tes.
Is there level access (with no steps or tliresholds), or access by a ramp or lift to the bar?
N/A.
Is there level access (with no steps or thresholds), or access by a ramp or lift to the swimming 
pool? iH-cic.EC's;
N/A.
Is there level access (with no steps or thresholds), or access by a ramp or lift to the gym/ 
leisure centre?
N/A.
Is there level access (with no steps or thresholds), or access by a ramp or lift to other indoor
0  Internet % 100%
ï H Q N o r l o n i t ^ ÿ ’ . . > 0  g ]  22:5
Requirement 20: The display of accessibility information should allow users to go through 
detailed information in the least possible time
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6 .3 .4  SUM MARY
Usability testing results revealed 20 specific requirements. Table 20 provides a summary 
of the requirements for an accessible tourism system as provided by the usability test 
participants.
Table 20: Summary of usability requirements
Rl: Option to change font size on all web pages
R2: Automation of data input where possible
R3: System functions should have a short and understandable explanatory text attached
R4: Minimise clicks for destination selection
R5: Use maps to assist destination selection
R6: Introduce bigger than average sized buttons
R7: Web pages should be available in accessible, printable formats
R8: Search filters should be available throughout the search process
R9: Integrate accessibility filters with other tourism filters
RIO: Accessibility filters should be ranked alphabetically
R ll:  Include "pet-friendly" filter among the accessibility filters
R12: Include pictures of different areas of venues and upload date
RIB: Accessibility information should be accompanied by pictures in every section
R14: Include a forum section
R15: Enable users to clear search forms with a push of a button
R16: Use webpage space wisely, and create pages that users do not need to scroll down
R17: A system should assist users in completing their objectives by minimising cognitive effort required
R18: The source of accessibility information should be clearly stated
R19: Develop multilingual versions for a website
R20: The display of accessibility information should allow users to go through detailed information in the 
least possible time
The usability requirements (results from usability testing) together with the information 
(content) requirements (results from focus groups) provide an insight into what users want from 
an accessible tourism system. Users' requirements as seen so far will now be tested within an 
acceptance framework for IS via a survey, the results of which are provided in the next section. 
As explained in section 4.4, content requirements and trust are proposed as antecedents to PU 
(first and second bubble on the left in Figure 4). Usability requirements represent the third 
bubble on the left in Figure 4 and are proposed as antecedents to PEOU.
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6 .4  PHASE 3
Objective 2: Disability and Technology Acceptance (Survey Results)
The aim of the survey is to examine the importance of user requirements (as identified in 
the previous section), and assess their role in determining technology acceptance. It also 
investigates whether disability acts as a moderator in the user requirements -  behavioural 
intention relationship, and the extent o f its role (if any) in predicting intention to use a particular 
type of technology. This section presents the quantitative findings of the survey. First the 
demographic characteristics of the sample are given, followed by descriptive statistics for the 
major study variables. This section then gives the results of the data analysis, particularly as they 
relate to  Research Questions 5 through 10. Next, the chapter presents the results o f a Factor 
analysis. Finally, regressions are performed that identify a model that predicts behavioural 
intention.
6.4.1 DEMOGRAPHICS /  SAMPLE PROFILE
As described in Chapter 4, multiple strategies were used to  obtain a sample of 
participants. A total o f 195 people participated in the survey, 127 of whom provided most of the 
critical information requested and these were used for the analysis. The remaining 68 were 
excluded from the analysis as they did not answer any questions other than demographics. Table 
21 and Table 22 show the demographic characteristics of the sample.
Table 21: Demographic characteristics of Participants in the Survey (n=195)
Variables n %
Age 18-30 39 20
31-40 55 28
41-50 40 20.5
51-60 31 15.9
61-70 6 3.1
Over 70 6 3.1
Gender Male 83 42.6
Female 88 45.1
Country Western Europe 43 22.1
Eastern Europe 31 15.9
Southern Europe 83 42.6
Scandinavia 4 2.1
Overseas 21 10.8
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Male participants were 42.6% of the sample (n=83). Most o f male participants 
originated from South European Countries 46.9% (n=38), Western Europe 29.6% (n=24). Eastern 
Europe 12.3%, Overseas 8.6% (n=7), and Scandinavia 2.5% (n=2). Over half the male 
respondents belonged to  the age groups of 31-40 25.6% (n=20) and 41-50 32.1% (n=25), and 
only 3.8% (n=3) was over the age of 70.Female respondents, were 45.1% of the sample (n=88). 
Most of the female participants were South European 43.5% (n=37), and then form Eastern 
Europe 22.4% (n=19). Western Europe 21.2% (n=18). Overseas 10.6% (n=9) and Scandinavia 
2.4% (n=2). The most populated age categories were 18-30 and 31-40 reaching 26.5% (n=22) 
and 32.5% (n=27) respectively. Only 5 female respondents belonged to the 61-70 (2.4%) and 
over 70 (3.6%) age groups.
Table 22: Disability profile of Participants in the Survey n=195)
SEEING n % Valid Percent Cumulative percent
No difficulty 112 57.4 68.3 68.3
Some difficulty 45 23.1 27.4 95.7
A lot of difficulty 5 2.6 3.0 98.8
Impossible 2 1.0 1.2 100.0
Total 164 84.1 100.0
HEARING Valid Percent Cumulative percent
No difficulty 138 70.8 85.2 85.2
Some difficulty 19 9.7 11.7 96.9
A lot of difficulty 2 1.0 1.2 98.1
Impossible 3 1.5 1.9 100.0
Total 162 83.1 100.0
SPEAKING Valid Percent Cumulative percent
No difficulty 143 73.3 87.7 87.7
Some difficulty 13 6.7 8.0 95.7
A lot of difficulty 2 1.0 1.2 96.9
Impossible 5 2.6 3.1 100.0
Total 163 83.6 100.0
MOVING Valid Percent Cumulative percent
No difficulty 82 42.1 46.6 46.6
Some difficulty 28 14.4 15.9 62.5
A lot of difficulty 26 13.3 14.8 77.3
Impossible 40 20.5 22.7 100.0
Total 176 90.3 100.0
B. MOVING Valid Percent Cumulative percent
No difficulty 82 42.1 48.8 48.8
Some difficulty 31 15.9 18.5 67.3
A lot of difficulty 35 17.9 20.8 88.1
Impossible 20 10.3 11.9 100.0
Total 168 86.2 100.0
GRIPPING Valid Percent Cumulative percent
No difficulty 112 57.4 68.3 68.3
Some difficulty 29 14.9 17.7 86.0
A lot of difficulty 18 9.2 11.0 97.0
Impossible 5 2.6 3.0 100.0
Total 164 84.1 100.0
BEHAVIORAL Valid Percent Cumulative percent
No difficulty 138 70.8 89.0 89.0
Some difficulty 16 8.2 10.3 99.4
A lot of difficulty 1 .5 .6 100.0
Total 155 79.5 100.0
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All disability categories scored very high on the 'no difficulty' scale, meaning that a small 
number o f respondents had some type of impairement. The biggest score on the 'some 
difficulty' scale was observed within the seeing category (n=45,) followed by body moving 
(n=31), gripping (n=29), moving (n=28), hearing (n=19), behavioural (n=16) and speaking (n=13). 
The 'a lot of difficulty' scale was dominated by movement categories, in particular body moving 
(n=35), moving (n=26), and gripping (n=18), followed by seeing (n=5), hearing (n=2), speaking 
(n=2) and behavioural (n=l). Similarly, the 'impossible' scale had higher frequencies within the 
moving (n=40), body moving (n=20) categories, followed by gripping (n=5), speaking (n=5), 
hearing (n=3), and seeing (n=2). There were no instances of 'impossible' within the behavioural 
category. It is clear that total numbers overlap as many of the respondents have difficulties in 
more than one category.
A total o f 195 questionnaires were submitted, 127 of which were usable and 68 partially 
completed. The 127 questionnaires were used in the analysis, and the 68 excluded as they only 
provided demographic information but none of the essential data. However, further 
investigation was undertaken on the 68 partially completed questionnaires to  examine whether 
the profile of those who did not fully complete the questionnaires was significantly different 
than the rest of the respondents, and they were not. Specifically, in terms of age, the number of 
attritions was overall proportionate to  the number of completions within the age groups. The 
only exception was the 18-30 age group that indicated a slightly higher score 8.5% (n=15), 
making it the second (instead of third) most deserted category (Appendix Cl). With regards to 
gender, while the number of completed questionnaires is dominated by females 39.2% (n=67), 
the percentage of non-completions is lower in females 12.3% (n=21) than males 14% (n=24) 
(Appendix C2). Concerning the country, there is a slight discrepancy between Western Europe 
and Eastern Europe, as they switch places from second to third it terms of non-completions; 
Western Europe is second in completed questionnaires w ith 19.2% (n=35) and third in non­
completed with 4.4% (n=8), while Eastern Europe moves from the third place of the completed 
questionnaires w ith 10.4% (n=19) to the second place in non-completed questionnaires w ith 
6.6% (n=12) (Appendix C2). In terms of disability profile of non-respondents, all disability 
categories had an attrition rate between 25%-28% (Appendix C2).
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6 .4 .2  DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
The quantitative methods used for the survey investigated a number of variables. 
Demographics and respondent profiles were examined in the previous section. Table 23 shows 
the range, mean, standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis for the items of main variables 
(perceptual /importance data from questions 5, 6 and 7). The variables are presented according 
to their mean score.
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To obtain a first impression on how participants (with different levels o f difficulty in 
different areas) respond to the variables of interest, a comparison of means was performed. 
Results indicate that there were some significant differences in responses according to the level 
of difficulty o f respondents within the same disability category. In particular, there were 16 such 
instances observed within Content Requirements section, 12 within Usability Requirements, and 
2 w ithin Trust/TAM section (Appendix C3). Looking closer at these instances, it becomes clear 
that there are significant differences observed within all disability categories. Appendix C4 
shows for each disability category, which variables had significantly different responses 
according to  level o f difficulty.
6.4.3 FACTOR ANALYSIS
CONTENT REQUIREMENTS (QS)
The 22 items of the Content Requirements (QS) were subjected to  principal component 
analysis (PCA) using SPSS. Prior to performing PCA the suitability for factor analysis was 
assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of many coefficients o f .3 
and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .91 exceeding the recommended value of .6. 
Kaiser (1974) recommends a bare minimum of 0.5, and that the values between 0.5 and 0.7 are 
mediocre, values between 0.7 and 0.8 are good, values between 0.8 and 0.9 are great and above 
0.9 are superb (Hutcheson & Sofroniou, 1999). For these data the value is 0.91, which falls under 
the superb category, therefore provides confidence that the sample size is adequate fo r factor 
analysis. Barlett's Test o f Sphericity (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical significance, supporting 
the factorability of the correlation matrix.
Principal components analysis revealed the presence of three components w ith 
eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 58.1 per cent, 9.1 per cent and 5.1 per cent of the variance 
respectively. An inspection of the screeplot revealed a clear break after the second component. 
Using Catell's scree test, it was decided to  retain tw o components for further investigation 
(Catell, 1966). To aid the interpretation of these tw o components, orthogonal (Varimax) rotation 
was performed. The rotated solution (Table 28) revealed components showing a number of
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strong loadings. The two factor solution explained a total o f 69.8 per cent o f the variance (Table
29) However, because there were variables loading to  more than one factor, oblique rotation 
was also performed. For the pattern matrix for this data two factors (Table 30) explained most 
of the variance (Table 31). The structure matrix illustrates in detail the shared loadings (Table 
32) and the component correlation matrix is shown in Table 33. The results of this analysis show 
that the two factors are associated w ith accessibility information and reliability o f information.
Assessing the data and extracting the factors
In the following section the data were assessed in order to extract the factors. Table 24, 
shows the correlation matrix for the Content Requirements variables, where many coefficients 
over .3 are observed. Table 25 demonstrates that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling 
Adequacy (KMO) is above .6 (.914) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is significant (p=.000). Table 
26 indicates that only 3 components recorded eigenvalues above 1, and these three 
components explain 72.32 per cent o f the variance. The screeplot shows that there is a break 
between the first and second component. Components 1 and 2 explain much more of the 
variance than the remaining components. Therefore two components will be retained (Figure 
10). Table 27 illustrates the un rotated solution of the loadings on each component.
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Table 25: KMO and Bartlett's Test (QS)
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .914
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 2623.111
df 231
Sig. .000
The correlation Matrix shows coefficients o f .3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) is above .6 (.914) and Bartlett's Test o f Sphericity is 
significant (p=.000).
Table 26: Total Variance Explained (Q5)
Compon
ent
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 12.783 58.102 58.102 12.783 58.102 58.102
2 2.006 9.117 67.219 2.006 9.117 67.219
3 1.124 5.108 72.327 1.124 5.108 72.327
4 .922 4.189 76.516
5 .723 3.287 79.803
6 .618 2.807 82.610
7 .541 2.458 85.068
8 .525 2.388 87.456
9 .387 1.760 89.216
10 .342 1.554 90.770
11 .335 1.524 92.294
12 .303 1.378 93.672
13 .258 1.174 94.846
14 .247 1.122 95.968
15 .208 .947 96.916
16 .170 .774 97.690
17 .135 .614 98.303
18 .111 .504 98.807
19 .094 .426 99.234
20 .079 .358 99.592
21 .055 .251 99.842
22 .035 .158 100.000
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Only 3 components recorded eigenvalues above 1. These three components explain 72.32 per 
cent of the variance.
Figure 10: Screeplot (Q5)
Scree Plot
Com ponent Num ber
There is a break between the first and second component. Components 1 and 2 explain 
much more of the variance than the remaining components. There is a little break after the 
second component; therefore two components will be retained.
Table 27: Component Matrix (Q5)
Component
1 2 3
There are accessible paths within the destination .876
There are accessible paths within a venue .859
There is detailed accessibility information .852
There are accessible paths to the destination .836
The website provides accessibility information that 1 need .828
Accessibility information about moving inside a building .822
Accessibility information about transport .820
Accessibility information about accommodation venues .805
Accessibility information about outdoor areas .786
Accessibility information is accurate .785
Accessibility information about attractions .783 .369
Accessibility information about common areas of a building .768
Accessibility information is explanatory .753
Accessibility information about restaurants .753 .509
The accessibility information is inclusive for ail types of disabilities .744
Accessibility information is integrated in the main website .744
Accessibility information is objective .735
On a destination website, there is accessibility information .714 -.309
Accessibility information about security policy .555 .534
i feel accessibility information on the website is reliable .571 .729
1 feel content about relying on the accessibility information to make travel arrangements .630 .707
1 feel comfortable about relying on the accessibility information to make travel arrangements .642 .479
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Factor rotation and interpretation
To aid the interpretation of these two components, orthogonal (Varimax) rotation was 
performed. The rotated solution (Table 28) revealed components showing a number of strong 
loadings. The two factor solution explained a total of 69.8 per cent o f the variance, with 
component 1 contributing 49.6 per cent, and component 2 contributing 20.1 per cent (Table 29)
Table 28: Rotated Component Matrix (Q5)
Component
1 2
Accessibility information about outdoor areas .839
Accessibility information about moving inside a building .819
There is detailed accessibility information .813
Accessibility information about common areas of a building .808
There are accessible paths within the destination .801 .385
Accessibility information about transport .799
There are accessible paths within a venue .791 .362
Accessibility information is integrated in the main website .788
Accessibility information is accurate .787
Accessibility information about accommodation venues .784 .345
On a destination website, there is accessibility information .771
There are accessible paths to the destination .765 .399
Accessibility information about attractions .762
The website provides accessibility information that 1 need .746 .423
Accessibility information is objective .732
Accessibility information is explanatory .730
Accessibility information about restaurants .644 .453
The accessibility information is inclusive for all types of disabilities .618 .390
Accessibility information about security policy .481 .390
1 feel content about relying on the accessibility information to make travel 
arrangements
.913
1 feel accessibility information on the website is reliable .913
1 feel comfortable about relying on the accessibility information to make travel 
arrangements
.909
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Table 29: Total Variance Explained (Q5)
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Component Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 10.933 49.696 49.696
2 4.442 20.189 69.885
However, because there were variables loading to  more than one factor, oblique 
rotation was also performed. For the pattern matrix for this data the same two factors (Table
30) explain most of the variance (Table 31). The structure matrix illustrates in detailed the 
shared loadings (Table 32) and the component correlation matrix is shown in Table 33. The 
results o f this analysis show that the two factors are associated with accessibility information, 
and reliability of information.
Table 30: Pattern Matrix (Q5)
Component
1
Accessibility information about outdoor areas 
Accessibility information about moving inside a building 
Accessibility information about common areas of a building 
On a destination website, there is accessibility information 
There is detailed accessibility information 
Accessibility information is integrated in the main website 
Accessibility information about transport 
Accessibility information is accurate 
There are accessible paths within the destination 
There are accessible paths within a venue 
Accessibility information about accommodation venues 
Accessibility information about attractions 
Accessibility information is explanatory 
There are accessible paths to the destination 
Accessibility information is objective 
The website provides accessibility information that I need 
Accessibility information about restaurants 
The accessibility information is inclusive for all types of disabilities 
Accessibility information about security policy 
feel accessibility information on the website is reliable
feel content about relying on the accessibility information to make travel arrangements 
feel comfortable about relying on the accessibility information to make travel arrangements
.921
.870
.867
.856
.852
.851
.840
.826
.818
.812
.809
.803
.777
.773
.761
.746
.623
.608
.607
.941
.920
.904
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Table 31: Total Variance Explained (Q5)
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings®
Component Total
1 13.164
2 6.656
Table 32: Structure Matrix (Q5)
Component
1
There are accessible paths within the destination
There is detailed accessibility information
There are accessible paths within a venue
Accessibility information about moving inside a building
Accessibility information about accommodation venues
There are accessible paths to the destination
Accessibility information about transport
The website provides accessibility information that I need
Accessibility information about outdoor areas
Accessibility information is accurate
Accessibility information about common areas of a building
Accessibility information about attractions
Accessibility information is integrated in the main website
Accessibility information is objective
Accessibility information is explanatory
On a destination website, there is accessibility information
Accessibility information about restaurants
The accessibility information is inclusive for all types of disabilities
Accessibility information about security policy
I feel comfortable about relying on the accessibility information to make travel arrangements 
I feel content about relying on the accessibility information to make travel arrangements 
feel accessibility information on the website is reliable
.882
.865
.865
.857
.853
.852
.848
.842
.837
.836
.833
.807
.806
.788
.762
.758
.755
.710
.623
.538
.509
.453
.543
.459
.518
.417
.500
.549
.444
.569
.303
.440
.375
.416
.344
.440
.366
.577
.509
.401
.944
.941
.928
Table 33: Component Correlation Matrix (QS)
Component 1 2
1 1.000 .509
2 .509 1.000
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The 3 items of Reliability were subjected to  principal component analysis (PCA) using 
SPSS to examine the uni-dimensionality o f the construct. Results indicate that reliability is a 
single construct with The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .7 and Barlett's Test o f Sphericity 
reached statistical significance (p=.000) (Table 34).
Table 34: KMO and Bartlett's Test (Reliability)
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. 
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square
df 
Sig.
.769
359.359
3
.000
I USABILITY REQUIREMENTS (Q6)
The 20 items of the Usability Requirements (Q6) were subjected to principal component 
analysis (PCA) using SPSS. Prior to  performing PCA the suitability for factor analysis was 
assessed. Inspection of the correlation matrix revealed the presence of many coefficients of .3 
and above (Table 35). The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .81 exceeding the recommended value 
of .6 (Kaiser, 1974) and the Barlett's Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical 
significance, supporting the factorability of the correlation matrix (Table 36).
Principal components analysis revealed the presence of five components with 
eigenvalues exceeding 1, and these components explain 64.62 per cent of the variance (Table 
37). Using Catell's (1966) scree test, it was decided to  retain three components fo r further 
investigation (Figure 11) (Catell, 1966). To aid the interpretation of these three components, 
orthogonal (Varimax) rotation was performed. The rotated solution (presented in Table 39) 
revealed components showing a number of strong loadings. The three factor solution explained 
a total of 53.9 per cent of the variance (Table 40). The results o f this analysis indicate that the 
three factors are associated w ith content on the website, flexibility, and printing.
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Assessing the data and extracting the factors
In the following section the data will be assessed in order to extract the factors. Table 
35, shows the correlation matrix fo r the Usability Requirements variables, where many 
coefficients over .3 are observed. Table 36 demonstrates that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure 
of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) is above .6 (.81) and Bartlett's Test o f Sphericity is significant 
(p=.000). Table 37 indicates that 5 components recorded eigenvalues above 1, explaining 35.8 
per cent, 10.7 per cent, 7.4 per cent, 5.5 per cent, and 5.1 per cent o f the variance respectively. 
The screeplot (Figure 11 ) shows that there is a clear break between the second and third 
component. Components 1, 2 and 3 explain much more of the variance than the remaining 
components. There is a little break after the fourth component; therefore three components 
will be retained. Table 38 illustrates the un rotated solution of the loadings on each component
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Table 36: KMO and Bartlett's Test (06)
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy. .811
Bartlett's Test of Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1141.306
df 190
Sig. .000
The correlation Matrix shows coefficients o f .3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) is above .6 (.81) and Bartlett's Test o f Sphericity is 
significant (p=.000)
Table 37: Total Variance Explained (06)
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums o f Squared Loadings
Component Total % o f Variance Cumulative % Total % o f Variance Cumulative %
1 7.160 35.800 35.800 7.160 35.800 35.800
2 2.146 10.730 46.530 2.146 10.730 46 .530
3 1.486 7.429 53.958 1.486 7.429 53.958
4 1.112 5.561 59.519 1.112 5.561 59.519
5 1.021 5.104 64.623 1.021 5.104 64.623
6 .930 4.649 69.272
7 .843 4.215 73.486
8 .819 4.095 77.581
9 .674 3.372 80.953
10 .566 2.832 83.784
11 .551 2.756 86.541
12 .457 2.287 88.827
13 .454 2.270 91.098
14 .421 2.106 93.204
15 .370 1.850 95.053
16 .322 1.610 96.663
17 .236 1.180 97.843
18 .198 .991 98.834
19 .141 .706 99.540
20 .092 .460 100.000
Five components recorded eigenvalues above 1. These three components explain 64.62 per cent 
o f the variance.
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Figure 11: Screeplot (Q6)
Scree P lot
Component N b e r
There is a clear break between the second and third component. Components 1, 2, 3, 4 
and 5 explain much more of the variance than the remaining components. There is a little break 
after the third component; therefore three components will be retained.
Table 38 : C o m p o n e n t M a tr ix  (Q 6 )
Component
1 2 3 4 5
Printing option .545 -.366 .642
Pages print properly .563 -.372 .534
Clear search forms with a push of a button .623
Multilingual versions of the website .481 .374
Forum section .555 .306 .337
The source of accessibility information is clearly stated .528 .546
Date pictures were uploaded .601 .393
Accessibility information is accompanied by pictures .556 .569
Entering minimal data for my searches .607
Minimised clicks .623 -.393 -.326
Finding desired information after only a few pages .541 -.575
Pictures of different areas of venues .659 .411
Interactive maps .666 .334
Search option on each page .693 -.344
Accessibility search options are together with other tourism .616 -.303 .380
search options
"Pet-friendly" search option .524 -.421
Minimal scrolling .726
Text equivalent for non-text elements .623 -.481
Change font size .582 -.521 -.354 .301
Big enough buttons .594 -.468 -.412
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Factor rotation and interpretation
To aid the interpretation of these three components, orthogonal (Varimax) rotation was 
performed. The rotated solution (presented in Table 39) revealed components showing a 
number of strong loadings. The three factor solution explained a total of 53.9 per cent o f the 
variance, w ith component 1 contributing 22.6 per cent, component 2 contributing 18.6 per cent, 
and component 3 contributing 12.6 per cent (Table 40). Oblique rotation was also performed 
was also performed providing similar results. The results o f this analysis indicate that the three 
factors are associated w ith content on the website, flexibility, and printing.
Table 39: Rotated Component Matrix (Q6)
Com ponent
1 2 3
q6.1 Printing option .896
q6.2 Pages print properly .818
q6.3 Clear search fo rm s w ith  a push o f a b u tto n .355 .407 .331
q6.4 Multilingual versions o f the website .372
q6.5 Forum section .611 .303
q6.6 The source of accessibility information is clearly stated .550
q6.7 Date pictures were uploaded .705
q6.8 Accessibility information is accompanied by pictures .793
q6.9 Entering minimal data for my searches .589
q e .io M in im ised  clicks .401 .453
q 6 . l l Finding desired information after only a few  pages .540
q6.12 Pictures o f different areas o f venues .747
q6.13 Interactive maps .705
q6.14 Search o p tio n  on each page .487 .501
q6.15 A ccessib ility  search op tions  are to g e th e r w ith  o th e r to u rism  search op tions .552 .444
qS.lS "P e t- fr ie n d ly " search o p tion .416 .327
q6.17 Minim al scrolling .624 .372
qS.lB Text equ iva len t fo r  no n -te x t e lem ents .584 .529
q6.19 Change font size .841
qS.20 Big enough buttons .853
Table 40: Total Variance Explained (Q6)
Component
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % of Variance Cumulative %
1 4.526 22.628 22.628
2 3.729 18.644 41.273
3 2.537 12.685 53.958
188
The retained factors were examined for uni-dimensionality. Results o f the 8 items of 
content indicate a single construct with The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value .8 and Barlett's Test of 
Sphericity reached statistical significance (p=.000). Results for the 4 items of flexibility indicate a 
single construct with The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .6 and Barlett's Test of Sphericity 
reached statistical significance (p=.000).
!TAM (Q7)
The 16 items of the TAM Model were subjected to principal component analysis (PCA) 
using SPSS. Prior to  performing PCA the suitability for factor analysis was assessed. Inspection of 
the correlation matrix revealed the presence of many coefficients o f .3 and above (Table 41). 
The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value was .91 exceeding the recommended value of .6 (Kaiser, 1974) 
and the Barlett's Test of Sphericity (Bartlett, 1954) reached statistical significance, supporting 
the factorability of the correlation matrix (Table 42). Trust was also examined and relative 
questions were loading as one factor.
Principal components analysis revealed the presence of two components with 
eigenvalues exceeding 1, explaining 65.2 per cent, and 8.5 per cent o f the variance respectively. 
Using Catell's (1966) scree test, it was decided to retain three components for further 
investigation (Figure 10). To aid the interpretation of these three components, orthogonal 
(Varimax) rotation was performed. The rotated solution (presented in Table 45) revealed 
components showing a number of strong loadings. The three factor solution explained a total of 
79.5 per cent of the variance (Table 46). The results o f this analysis indicate that the three 
factors are associated with Perceived Usefulness (PU), Perceived Ease of Use (PEOU), and 
Behavioural Intention (Bl).
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Assessing the data and extracting the factors
In the following section the data will be assessed in order to extract the factors. Table 
41 shows the correlation matrix fo r the TAM variables, where many coefficients over .3 are 
observed. Table 42 demonstrates that the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy 
(KMO) is above .6 (.91) and Bartlett's Test of Sphericity is significant (p=.000). Table 43 indicates 
that 2 components recorded eigenvalues above 1, explaining 65.2 per cent, and 8.5 per cent of 
the variance respectively. The screeplot (Figure 10) shows that there is a clear break between 
the second and third component. Components 1, 2 and 3 explain much more o f the variance 
than the remaining components. There is a little break after the fourth component; therefore 
three components will be retained. Table 44 illustrates the un rotated solution of the loadings 
on each component.
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Table 42: KMO and Bartlett's Test (Q7)
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure o f Sampling Adequacy. .910
Bartlett's Test o f Sphericity Approx. Chi-Square 1360.226
df 120
Sig. .000
The correlation Matrix shows coefficients of .3 and above. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 
Measure of Sampling Adequacy (KMO) is above .6 (.91) and Bartlett's Test o f Sphericity is 
significant (p=.000)
Table 43: Total Variance Explained (07)
Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings
Component Total % of Variance Cumulative % Total % o f Variance Cumulative %
1 10.445 65.279 65.279 10.445 65.279 65.279
2 1.373 8.581 73.860 1.373 8.581 73.860
3 .918 5.739 79.598
4 .811 5.071 84.669
5 .529 3.308 87.978
6 .359 2.246 90.223
7 .309 1.934 92.157
8 .234 1.464 93.622
9 .216 1.350 94.972
10 .191 1.191 96.163
11 .159 .991 97.154
12 .125 .780 97.934
13 .120 .749 98.683
14 .094 .590 99.273
15 .062 .386 99.659
16 .055 .341 100.000
Only 2 components recorded eigenvalues above 1. These components explain 73.8 per 
cent of the variance.
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Table 44: Component Matrix (Q7)
Component
The website enables me to find the information I need faster 
The website improves my performance in searching the information I need 
The website increases my effectiveness in searching the information I need 
The website increases my productivity in searching the information I need 
I find the website useful to search the information I need 
The website makes it easier to search the information I need 
It is easy to become skilful at using the website 
Learning to operate the website is easy 
The website is flexible to interact with 
M y interaction with the website is clear and understandable 
I would find it easy to get the website to do w hat I w ant it to do. 
would find the website easy to use.
Assuming I would visit the destination, I intend to use the website 
Assuming I would visit the destination, I predict that I would use the website 
I will recommend others to use the website
Assuming I would visit the destination, I would only use the website for my travel planning
.845
.884
.868
.843
.887
.894
.839
.862
.828
.889
.851
.865
.685
.616
.781
-.356
.466
.481
.683
Figure 12: Screeplot (Q7)
Scree Plot
I
Component Number
There is a break between the third and fourth component. There is a little break after 
the third component; therefore three components will be retained.
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Factor rotation and Interpretation
To aid the interpretation of these three components, orthogonal (Varimax) rotation was 
performed. The rotated solution (presented in Table 45) revealed components showing a 
number of strong loadings. The three factor solution explained a total of 79.5 per cent o f the 
variance, w ith component 1 contributing 34.2 per cent, component 2 contributing 32.8 per cent, 
and component 3 contributing 12.5 per cent (Table 46). The results o f this analysis indicate that 
the three factors are associated w ith w ith Perceived Usefulness, Perceived Ease of Use, and 
Behavioural Intention.
Table 45: Rotated Component Matrix (Q7)
Com ponent
1 2 3
The website enables me to find the information 1 need faster .798 .370
The website improves my performance in searching the information 1 need .866 .376
The website increases my effectiveness in searching the information I need .893 .358
The website increases my productivity in searching the information 1 need .844 .327
1 find the website useful to  search the information 1 need .785 .463
The website makes it  easier to  search the  in fo rm a tio n  1 need .749 .496
It is easy to  become skilful at using the website .417 .750
Learning to  operate the website is easy .401 .794
The website is flexible to  interact with .373 .806
M y interaction with the website is clear and understandable .495 .759
1 would find it easy to  get the website to  do w hat 1 w ant it to  do. .354 .788
1 would find the website easy to  use. .419 .789
Assuming 1 would visit the destination, 1 intend to use the website .519 600
Assuming 1 would visit the destination, 1 predict that 1 would use the website .332 .691
1 w ill recom m end o thers  to  use th e  w ebsite .488 .493 .407
Assuming 1 would visit the destination, 1 would only use the website for my travel planning .817
Table 46: Total Variance Explained (Q7)
Component
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings
Total % o f Variance Cumulative %
1 5.473 34.205 34.205
2 5.258 32.865 67.069
3 2.005 12.529 79.598
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The retained factors were examined for uni-dimensionality. Results of the 3 items of the 
Bl, 5 items PU and 6 items PEOU indicate single constructs w ith The Kaiser-Meyer-Oklin value .7, 
.9 and .9 respectively, and Barlett's Test o f Sphericity reached statistical significance (p=.000).
Summary
Exploratory factor analysis was performed to  identify the underlying factor structure. First 
the 22 items relevant to content requirements were subjected to principal component analysis 
(PCA) and rotated and the results indicated two underlying factors; Accessibility of information 
(19 items) and Reliability o f information (3 items). Then the 20 items relevant to Usability 
requirements were subjected to  principal component analysis (PCA) and rotated and results 
indicated three factors (six items were dropped because of small- and cross-loadings); printing 
(2 items), content (8 items) and flexibility (4 items). Finally, the 19 items relating to  trust and the 
core constructs of TAM were subjected to  principal component analysis and rotated and results 
demonstrated that Trust (3 items), PU (5 items), PEOU (6 items) and Bl (3 items) are different 
from each other and uni-dimensional (two items were dropped because of small- and cross­
loadings). EFA was used with questions 5, 6 and 7, which contain the items that measured 
importance and showed the underlying factors of these reflective constructs. The assessment 
data (questions 8, 9 and 10) were used to  create formative constructs, which reflect the factors 
from the perceptual data. To do that, two formative constructs were created from the items 
relating to content requirements of question 8, Accessibility information assessment and 
Reliability assessment (score items were reversed). The same process was repeated for question 
the assessment data relevant to usability requirements [questions 9 and 10 (Q9 recoded to 
reflect 'I don't know' as missing values)], creating three formative constructs; Printing 
assessment, content assessment, flexibility assessment. So, composites were created fo r the 
factors identified by the perceptual data, and similar formative constructs were created from 
the assessment data, both to  be used in the subsequent regression analysis.
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6.4.4 REGRESSION ANALYSIS
After the factors were identified and rotated, only items with strong loadings on the 
home factor were retained, and composites created. The resulting factors were then subjected 
to standard multiple regression. Interaction variables were created to examine if disability 
moderates any relationship between variables. This is the initially proposed model and the 
relevant hypothesis.
'RchmMSof mforinaton
j Trust ]
Behavioral 
tnterfion
't ls a b iiy  ret?jirefi»snts
Percer.’ed
Ease of Use
Hl:Content requirements will have a positive effect on perceived usefulness 
H2:Trust will have a positive effect on perceived usefulness 
H3: Usability requirements will have a positive effect on perceived ease of use 
H4:Perceived usefulness will have a positive effect on behavioural intention 
H5: Perceived ease of use will positively affect behavioural intention
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THE BASIC MODEL
initially the relationships of the basic TAM model are examined.
Figure 13: TAM Model
Perceived
Usefulness
Perceived Ease 
of Use
Results indicate that both PU (Adj.R^=.213, 3=.473, Sig. p=000) and PEOU (Adj.R^=.291, 
P=.548, Sig. p=000) are good predictors of Bl when examined individually. However, when both 
constructs are examined simultaneously then the model accounts for 28% of the variance on Bl 
(Adj.R^=.282) and PEOU is the only significant construct (3=.482, Sig. p=004), as PU becomes 
insignificant (3=.081, Sig. p=.618). It is important to note that the correlation between PU and 
PEOU is significant (r=.795, p=.000) at 0.01 level w ith a high coefficient which implies 
collinearity. The fact that PU and PEOU predictors may not be measuring different things could 
explain the dominance of PEOU over PU in the regression, as PEOU appears to correlate better 
w ith the outcome (Bl) (r=.546, p<.001), than PU (r=.464, p<.001). Still, information obtained 
from multicollinearity diagnostics indicates VIPs smaller than 10 (Bowerman & O'Connell, 1990; 
Myers, 1990) and Tolerance above 0.2 (Field, 2009; Menard, 1995). While both constructs 
appear to have a positive effect on Bl, PEOU appears to be a stronger predictor than PU.
• H4: Perceived usefulness will have a positive effect on behavioural intention /  
Accepted
• H5: Perceived ease of use will positively affect behavioural intention /  Accepted
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The next step was to  examine Content Requirements (Accessibility Inform ation and
Reliability) and Trust in relation to  PU
Figure 14: Content Requirements and Trust antecedents to PU
C w rtB iit R m au lr*m *i« ,
Accessibilily liifuiriialiuii
Reliability
Perceived Usefulness
Results indicate that Content Requirements are not good predictors of PU when 
examined either individually or collectively [Adj.R^=-.021, Accessibility Info (3=.032, Sig. p=.816) 
and Reliability (3=.080, Sig. p=.562)]. These results were somewhat expected as these factors 
measure importance and are website agnostic. Therefore, the same analysis was performed 
with these factors assessing a specific website. In this case both Accessibility Information and 
Reliability were found significant [Adj.R^=.302, Accessibility Info (p=.308, Sig. p=.038) and 
Reliability (3=.303, Sig. p=.041)].
Trust proved to be a very strong predictor of PU (Adj.R^=.366, 3=.612, Sig. p=000).
• HlrContent requirements will have a positive effect on perceived usefulness /  Accept
• H2:Trust will have a positive effect on perceived usefulness/Accept
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The next step was to  examine Usability Requirements (Content, Flexibility and Printing)
in relation to  PEOU.
Figure 15: Usability Requirements antecedents to PEOU _______
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In terms of usability requirements, results showed that they were not significant 
predictors when examined collectively [Adj.R^=.006, Content (3=.231, Sig. p=.089); Flexibility 
((3=-.090, Sig. p=.510); Print (P=.031, Sig. p=.817)], as well as individually [Content (3=.195, Sig. 
p=.094); Flexibility (3=.042, Sig. p=.722); Print (3=114, Sig. p=.320)].
The result of the usability requirements assessments were slightly different 
[Adj.R^=.193, Content assessment (3=.096, Sig. p=.532); Flexibility assessment (3=.482, Sig. 
p=.003); Print assessment (3=-.046, Sig. p=.763)]. This shows that only the flexibility of the 
website has an impact on PEOU, and this is supported when factors are examined individually 
[Content assessment (3=.200, Sig. p=.104); Flexibility assessment (3=.5S9, Sig. p=.000); Print 
assessment (3=156, Sig. p=.295)]. Flexibility assessment has the only significant correlation to 
PEOU (r=.49S, p=.001)
•  H3: Usability requirements will have a positive effect on perceived ease of use 
/Accept
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DISABILITY AS A MODERATOR
Linear regression was performed to examine the potential presence of different types of 
impairment with moderating effects. Interaction terms of impairments and the different factors 
were created and tested to reveal any impact of disability on the model.
SEEING DIFFICULTIES________________________________________________________________
Results indicate that seeing difficulties moderate only the relationship between 
Accessibility Information and Perceived Usefulness. That model accounts for 8.2% of the 
variance in PU (Adj.R^=.082), while the independent variable, disability, and the interaction were 
all found significant [Accessibility information (3=-.802, Sig. p=.025). Seeing difficulties (3=- 
2.085, Sig. p=.019). Interaction term (3=2.259, Sig. p=.011)]. This means that as the level of 
impairment increases the more important accessibility information becomes in predicting 
perceived usefulness (i.e. the harder it is to see, the more important accessibility information 
becomes to predict perceived usefulness of a website). This, however, was not verified by the 
assessed Accessibility Information.
Figure 16: Seeing difficulties model
Seeing
difficulties
Accessibility information Perceived
Usefulness
2 0 0
HEARING DIFFICULTIES
In terms of the basic model, results indicate that hearing difficulties moderate the 
relationship between PU and Bl. That model accounts for 22.7% of the variance in Bl 
(Adj.R^=.246), while the disability, and the interaction were found significant [Hearing difficulties 
(3=-.642, Sig. p=.021). Interaction term (3=1.038, Sig. p=.006)]. This means that as the level of 
impairment increases the more important PU becomes in predicting Bl (i.e. the harder it is to 
hear, the more important perceived usefulness of a website becomes to predict intention to  use 
it).
In terms of Content Requirements, results indicate that hearing difficulties moderate 
the relationship between Reliability Assessment and PU [Hearing difficulties (3=-.764, Sig. 
p=.025)]. This means that as the level of impairment increases the more important Reliability 
becomes in predicting PU (i.e. the harder it is to hear, the more important reliability o f a website 
becomes to predict its perceived usefulness).
In terms of Usability Requirements, results indicate that hearing difficulties moderate 
the relationship between Printing assessment [Hearing difficulties (3=-3.246, Sig. p=.036), 
Interaction term (3=3.491, Sig. p=.042)], Content [Content (3=-.644, Sig. p=.041). Hearing 
difficulties (3=-1.637, Sig. p=.002). Interaction term (3=1.861, Sig. p=.005)], Flexibility [Flexibility 
(3=-1.037, Sig. p=.033), Hearing difficulties (3=-1.963, Sig. p=.013). Interaction term  (3=2.407, 
Sig. p=.019)]. Flexibility Assessment [Hearing difficulties (3=-1.291, Sig. p=.003). Interaction term 
(3=1.415, Sig. p=.008)]and PEOU. However fo r Printing assessment and Flexibility results cannot 
be taken into account because the ANOVA Sig are p=.129 and p=.075. This means that as the 
level o f impairment increases, the more important Content and Flexibility assessment become in 
predicting PEOU (i.e. the harder it is to  hear the more important content and flexibility aspects 
o f the website become to  predict its perceived ease of use).
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Figure 17: Hearing difficulties model
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SPEAKING DIFFICULTIES
Speaking difficulties have no moderating effects (Appendix C.4)
MOVING DIFFICULTIES
In terms of the basic model, results indicate that moving difficulties moderate the 
relationship between PU, PEOU and Bl. That model accounts for 17.9% and 25.5% of the 
variance in Bl respectively (Adj.R^=.179, and Adj.R^=.255). For both PU and PEOU, both disability 
and the interaction item were found significant [Moving difficulties (3=-.720, Sig. p=.037). 
Interaction term (3=840, Sig. p=.045) and Moving difficulties (3=-.832, Sig. p=.022). Interaction 
term (3=931, Sig. p=.031) respectively]. This means that as the level of impairment increases the 
more important PU and PEOU become in predicting Bl (i.e. the harder it is to move, the more 
important perceived usefulness and ease of use of a website become to predict intention to use 
it).
Trust was also found significant (3=498, Sig. p=.017) and a strong predictor of PU but 
there was no presence of disability or interaction observed.
2 0 2
In terms of Content Requirements, the only one instance of significance was observed 
regarding the Accessibility Information Assessment ((3=613, Sig. p=.016) but there was no 
presence of disability or interaction observed.
In terms of Usability Requirements, results indicate that moving difficulties moderate 
the relationship between Printing assessment [Printing Assessment (3=.769, Sig. p=.005). 
Moving difficulties ((3=2.287, Sig. p=.004). Interaction term (3=-2.484, Sig. p=.005)] and PEOU. 
This means that the harder it is to move, the more important printing options of a website 
become, to predict its perceived ease of use. Flexibility assessment ((3=505, Sig. p=.034) was 
also found to be a good predictor of PU albeit no disability or interaction effects were present.
Figure 18: Moving difficulties model
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Content Requirements
Moving
difficulties
Accessibility Information
Perceived
Usefulness
Trust
Usability Requirements Perceived Ease 
of Use
Printing
Assessment
Flexibility
Assessment
I  Behavioral \
\  Intention J
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BODY MOVING DIFFICULTIES
In terms of Content Requirements, results indicate that Accessibility Information 
Assessment (p=566, Sig. p=.023), and Reliability Assessment (P=607, Sig. p=.014) are good 
predictors of PU, but there was no presence of disability or interaction observed.
In terms of Usability Requirements, results indicate that body moving difficulties 
moderate the relationship between Printing assessment [Printing Assessment (P=.696, Sig. 
p=.018). Body Moving difficulties (p=1.687, Sig. p=.030). Interaction term (P=-1.887, Sig. p=.028)] 
and PEOU. However these results cannot be taken into account because the ANOVA Sig was 
p=.116. Flexibility assessment (3=531, Sig. p=.029) was found to be a good predictor of PU albeit 
no disability or interaction effects were present. This means that the harder it is to  move, the 
more important flexibility of the website becomes to  predict its ease of use.
Figure 19: Body moving difficuities model
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GRIPPING/HOLDING DIFFICULTIES
In terms of the basic model, results indicate that moving difficulties moderate the 
relationship between PU, PEOU and Bl. That model accounts for 20.2% and 27.5% of the 
variance in Bl respectively (Adj.R^=.202, and Adj.R^=.275). With regards to PU only disability was 
found significant [Gripping/holding difficulties (p=-.818, Sig. p=.021). With regards to  PEOU both 
disability (3=-.894, Sig. p=.013) and interaction term (3=.757, Sig. p=.047) were found significant. 
This means that as the level of impairment increases, the more important PU and PEOU become 
in predicting Bl (i.e. the harder it is to grip/hold, the more important the perceived usefulness 
and ease of use of a website becomes to predict intention to use it.)
Trust was also found significant (3=498, Sig. p=.035) and a strong predictor o f PU but 
there was no presence of disability or interaction observed.
In terms of Content Requirements, results indicate that Accessibility Information 
Assessment (3=489, Sig. p=.034), and Reliability Assessment (3=539, Sig. p=.015) are good 
predictors of PU, but there was no presence of disability or interaction observed.
In terms of Usability Requirements, results indicate that body moving difficulties 
moderate the relationship between Printing assessment [Printing Assessment (3=.941, Sig. 
p=.009). Gripping/holding difficulties (3=2.588, Sig. p=.035). Interaction term (3=-3.109, Sig. 
p=.023)] and PEOU. However these results cannot be taken into account because the ANOVA Sig 
was p=.051. Flexibility assessment (3=800, Sig. p=.000) was found to be a good predictor of PU 
albeit no disability or interaction effects were present.
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Figure 20: Gripping/holding difficulties model
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BEHAVIOURAL DIFFICULTIES
There were no instances of significance observed either on the basic model or in terms 
of content requirements. Trust, however, was also significant ((3=498, Sig. p=.035) and a strong 
predictor of PU but there was no presence of disability or interaction observed. With respect to 
usability requirements, results indicate that behavioural difficulties moderate the relationship 
between Printing assessment [behavioural difficulties ((3=-.082, Sig. p=.019). Interaction term 
(P=1.167, Sig. p=.006)] and PEOU. However these results cannot be taken into account because 
the ANOVA Sig was p=.645. Content assessment ((3=826, Sig. p=.047) was also found to be a 
good predictor of PU albeit no disability or interaction effects were present.
Figure 21: Behavioural difficulties model
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6 .4 .5  SUM MARY
To summarise, a total of 195 people participated in the survey, 127 of whom provided 
usable information. Male participants were 42.6% (n=83) and females 45.1% (n=88) o f the 
sample. The remaining entries were examined to unveil potential discrepancies between the 
characteristics (gender, age, country, impairment) o f those who completed and those who 
partially completed the survey, with no considerable differences. Factor analysis indicated the 
factors to be further analysed, in terms of Content Requirements (Accessibility Information and 
Reliability) and Usability Requirements (Printing, Content,Flexibility), together w ith Trust and 
TAM variables. Regressions resulted in seven different models for each type of impairment that 
better predicts behavioural intention.
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CHAPTER-DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
7.1 INTRODUCTION
This chapter considers the conclusions of this research enquiry. Specifically, it starts with 
a summary and reflective outline of the structure of the thesis and discusses the findings of the 
study. Subsequently, it highlights the study strengths and limitations and suggests future 
research directions. Further, it forwards the contribution to theory and then discusses the value 
of the research and the contribution to practice.
Chapter Structure
Section 7.1: Introduction
introduction to the chapter
Section 7.2: Reflective Outline and Discussion
This section presents how the main themes of each 
chapterfarefonvarded to the next, and then discusses 
the key findingso‘ the study
Section 7.3: Implications for Theory
This section presents the implications for theory and  
the contribution to knowledge.
Section 7.4: Implications for Practice
This section demonstrates the value of the thesis and  
the resulting implications for practitioners
I Section 7.5 : Limitations and Future Research
I
{ This section outlines the limitations of the thesis and
^ suggests directions for future research. ^
I Section 7.6 : Chapter Conclusion
I
J Review  and sum mary of the main points of the chapter
'    _
208
7.2  REFLECTIVE OUTLINE AND DISCUSSION
This study set out to  explore success factors for accessible tourism systems. And in 
particular to  provide insights into the user requirements fo r accessible tourism and examine 
how (and if) impairment affects acceptance of accessible tourism systems. In doing so, the 
research aimed to  contribute to those debates which explore the complex relationships 
between user requirements and system use, as well as ones that increasingly conceptualise 
requirements as unstable, dynamic, and ever-changing needs (Likoebe et al., 2009; Gebauer, 
2008; Chaturvedi, Dolk, & Drnevich, 2011; Procaccino & Verner, 2009; Davidson, 2002). It also, 
explored the concept of accessibility as it applies to the tourism system and the implications it 
brings fo r tourism networks within destinations. Furthermore, it aimed to  explore how these 
debates intersect and enhance the current understanding of the need for accessible tourism and 
the potential impact on system design. The considerations from this enquiry were then brought 
forward to inform the examination of the field o f technology acceptance. Technology 
acceptance is a well-researched area and the maturity of the field provided sound conceptual 
underpinnings in terms of principal critical factors (Agarwal & Prasad, 1997; Davis et al., 1989; 
Ryan & Rao, 2008; van der Heijden, 2004b; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). This enabled the research 
to explicitly link the concept o f disability w ith technology acceptance. Thus, a convergence of 
the issues relevant to  user requirements, disability and technology acceptance provided the 
necessary insight to  enable the unpacking of the complexities surrounding accessible tourism 
system acceptance.
Thus, driven from the aim and objectives, three literature chapters have been produced. In 
there, the researcher focused on reviewing how contemporary literature addresses the topic of 
user requirements in relation to system use and acceptance. In doing so, a conceptual 
framework was built that incorporated users' content and usability requirements into a 
traditional technology acceptance model, w ithin the particular context o f accessible tourism.
Specifically, chapter 1 provided the background of the study and elaborated on the concept 
o f disability. It explained the differences between the definitions of impairment and disability 
and elaborated on how these concepts are not mutually exclusive but deeply connected. Then it
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discussed the medical and social models of disability and provided the bounds of the study. In 
particular, it explained that this thesis is examining disability w ith a particular focus on the 
experiences of disabled people which result from, or are the effects of, impairment, as defined 
by the social model o f disability framework. Then the chapter discussed issues that influence the 
intersection of disability tourism and technology and presented the problem statement and 
research objectives. Finally, it highlighted the contribution of the study and presented the 
structure of the study.
Then, chapter 2 began discussing key concepts o f accessible tourism. First it placed the 
social model o f disability within the tourism context. The social model stresses that disability 
should not be regarded as a deviance from the normal, but celebrated as part of the spectrum 
of human diversity (Barnes, 2012). Then, the concept o f disability was explored further, 
demonstrating that there are different types and extends of impairments, that result in a wide 
range of abilities/disabilities. The wide spectrum of abilities/disabilities reflects the variability of 
travellers that have different requirements w ith implications fo r the tourism industry. The 
chapter then looked at the role of requirements in system design and issues with regard to  their 
identification and acquisition. Here, these issues were outlined as stimulants for understanding 
the difficulties of effective requirement elicitation. The debate focused on the merits o f user 
involvement in the design process [including increased system acceptance, identification of 
unexpected requirements, recommendations fo r effective system improvement and evaluation, 
and also basis fo r negotiation of the requirements-design tradeoffs (Vidgen, 1997; Ives et al., 
1983; De & Ferrât, 1998; Darke & Shanks, 1997; Eva, 2001; Holtzblatt & Beyer, 1995; Kozar & 
Mahlum, 1987; Peffers & Tuunanen, 2005; Rockart & Flannery, 1983; Chakraborti et al., 2010; 
Thunibat et al., 2011)]. It also indicated how agile system development methodologies may be 
more appropriate than traditional development methodologies fo r developing systems that 
need to accommodate a wide range of stakeholder requirements. Building on these discussions 
the chapter also reviewed the positions that indicated that even if user participation is assured, 
there are a number of additional limitations that jeopardise the effective determination and 
acquisition of requirements; such as constraints o f humans as information processors, variety 
and complexity o f requirements, communication difficulties and unwillingness of users to 
provide requirements (Browne & Ramesh, 2002; Davidson, 2002; Davis, 1982; Markus et al..
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2002). Thus, the chapter brings forward two key issues: the importance of involving users in 
system design and the difficulties embedded in the requirement elicitation process.
Chapter 3 contextualised these issues within accessible tourism. It first discussed the 
'Design for all' principles and how they apply within accessible tourism off- and on-line. It 
considered discourses on the involvement o f people w ith disabilities in the design of accessible 
tourism products/services. Low involvement has been attributed to a variety of reasons, 
including, for example, voluntary exclusion from the disabled consumer perspective or 
reluctance to cooperate with people w ith disabilities from stakeholder perspective (Barry, 1998; 
Bhalla & Lapeyre, 1997; Imrie, 1997; Young, 1990). However, arguments fo r inclusion 
concentrate on the results of a more accurate requirements determination process and a higher 
investment in the future use of the end product (Ripat & Booth, 2005; Scherer, 2000, 2004, 
2005; Scherer & Craddock, 2002; Stern et al., 2000), Also, in this chapter, user involvement 
within the context of accessible tourism expands from the single view of one user group (people 
with disabilities) and it identifies a number of stakeholders; whose requirements are similarly 
important. Building upon this discussion, the chapter also reviewed the difficulties in the 
requirement elicitation process as they link to the requirements of all the relevant parties that 
have an interest in accessible tourism. Building technology for people w ith disabilities entails 
considering the requirements of multiple stakeholder groups (including Research and Education, 
Service Providers, Technology Producers, Funders, Disabled Consumers and Legislators) who 
come from different backgrounds and often have conflicting interests (Shalinsky, 1989). Hence, 
the variety and complexity of these requirements, and communication difficulties add to  the 
difficulty of the requirements elicitation process. Thus, this chapter contextualises issues 
associated with the difficulties concerning the acquisition of user requirements within the area 
of accessible tourism and provides and insight into these requirements themselves.
Hence, the thesis argues for end user requirements (stakeholders as well as people w ith 
impairments) to be incorporated in the system design process, in order to  produce a system that 
is successful in the simple objective that it is to  be used for the purpose it was created fo r (i.e. 
being useful and usable to  the users). Bearing in mind that people w ith impairments have been 
experiencing low satisfaction levels from the use of systems (especially when it comes to  travel) 
(Pühretmair, 2004; Rumetshofer & Woss, 2004; Williams & Rattray, 2005; Williams et al., 2006; 
Williams et al., 2004), it can be expected that there is room for improvement fo r some systems.
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Looking at the complexity o f attaining user requirements in general and within the context of 
disability, it became evident that further research was needed in order to establish 
requirements for accessible tourism. Accessible tourism systems need to  address these 
requirements to  result in acceptance.
Chapter 4 reviewed a number of theoretical models that have been developed to 
understand and predict information systems usage, such as the Technology Acceptance Model 
(TAM and TAM 2), Innovation Diffusion Theory (IDT) and Model o f PC Utilisation (MPCU) 
amongst others (Davis, 1989; Davis et al., 1989; Moore & Benbasat, 1991; Thompson et al., 
1991; Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh et al., 2002). The review o f these models indicated that 
while they deploy different constructs to better explain technology adoption, additional factors 
should be studied to  predict system usage more accurately (Karahanna & Straub, 1999; Taylor & 
Todd, 1995b; Venkatesh & Davis, 2000). This becomes even more important in a complex 
context of use (Sun & Zhang, 2006). To address limitations of previous research, calls have been 
made for further investigation on moderating factors (Adams et al., 1992; Agarwal & Prasad, 
1998; Venkatesh et al., 2003). This research responds to  these calls by proposing disability as a 
moderating factor. Inconsistencies between studies and the limited explanatory power 
displayed in some models can be attributed to  the existence of moderating variables, such as 
gender, experience, age and voluntariness (Gefen & Straub, 1997; Lee et al., 2003; Morris & 
Venkatesh, 2000; Sun & Zhang, 2006; Taylor & Todd, 1995a; Venkatesh et al., 2000). This study 
attempted to conceptualise disability as a moderator and to  examine whether it helps to  explain 
and predict the use of accessible tourism systems.
The actual fieldwork was built around the working framework generated in the literature 
chapters. Specifically, the research concentrated on exploring user requirements fo r accessible 
tourism as part of a model that predicts intention to use an accessible tourism system. Further, 
it proposed that disability acts as a key factor in predicting system acceptance. Chapter 5 
elaborated how the research objectives were pursued. It discusses the hybrid methodology that 
combines positivist and interpretivism paradigms and a mixed methods design. A combination 
of both qualitative and quantitative methods was deployed to  satisfy the tw o primary 
objectives. To satisfy the first objective, which was to  identify content and usability 
requirements of an accessible tourism information system, qualitative data was gathered 
through focus groups and usability testing. While the focus groups provided a list o f coarse­
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grained requirements from relevant stakeholders, usability testing w ith the assistance of a 
prototype as a visual aid, provided a refined list of requirements. To meet the second objective 
of the study, which was to  determine IS acceptance for disabled tourists, an on-line survey 
provided quantitative data in order to examine disability as a potential moderator in technology 
acceptance.
Chapter 6 elaborated on the findings of the study and the relationship to the research 
objectives. Firstly, it highlighted the requirements for accessible tourism in terms of 
information/content. With regards to  disabled user information (content) requirements, two 
key requirements were found to be particularly important. These refer to  the provision of 
accessibility information and the reliability o f that information. Findings support and enhance 
arguments in the existing literature by underpinning the call fo r enabling people w ith disabilities 
to travel (Darcy & Daruwalla, 1999; Shaw & Coles, 2004; Turco et al., 1998), w ith a list of 
requirements per disability category, as well as an insight into the implications o f reliability of 
information.
It further demonstrated how accessibility information is critical fo r people w ith disabilities, 
in order to  assess the accessibility of the different travel components, and decide whether 
accommodation, transportation, attractions and other elements of the tourism supply are 
suitable for them. This complements existing research that looks at different barriers people 
w ith disabilities face to participate in tourism (McKercher et al., 2003; Shaw et al., 2005; Stum bo 
& Pegg, 2005). The deriving argument is that the provision of accessibility information is critical 
for individuals to make informed decisions independently to  travel or not (Cavinato & 
Cuckovich, 1992; Eichhorn et al., 2008; Darcy, 1998; Darcy & Daruwalla, 1999; Yau et al., 2004), 
because they are the best judge of their personal needs and preferences. However, while 
literature discusses the accessibility o f specific travel elements (Israeli, 2002; Williams & Rattray, 
2005; Williams, Rattray, & Grimes, 2006), focus groups results indicated that accessibility 
information should be viewed on an aggregated level to  enable an unobstructed and seamless 
travel experience. Hence, to  create door-to-door access maps, accessibility should be available 
at three different levels; 1) the single venue level, that describes the accessibility o f the 
facilities/premises of the venue, and could incorporate information such as floor plans, 2) 
destination, whereby showing accessible paths between accessible venues w ithin the
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destination, and 3) aggregate level, that demonstrates accessible paths between point o f origin 
and the destination.
The chapter then elaborated on the focus group results that suggest that accessibility 
information should be inclusive and address the needs and wants of everyone (and not focus 
primarily on mobility impairments). Different impairments are associated w ith different needs, 
so requirements are different. Even if some requirements are common to  different 
impairments, the importance of these requirements may vary to  different people. For instance, 
results showed that the requirement "Automatic doors at the entrance" was very important for 
people w ith mobility and visual impairments, important fo r people with speech impairment, and 
unimportant fo r everyone else. The significance of accessibility information provision becomes 
even more apparent considering that in fact, requirements are far more complex. The variability 
o f requirements as well as their dynamic and ever-changing nature has long been elaborated in 
the IS literature (Chakraborti et al., 2010; Land, 1998; Gebauer, 2008; Markus et al., 2002). 
Drawing from this and contextualising it w ithin the accessible tourism requirements area it 
becomes evident that there are many factors that cause requirements to  alter over time. 
Factors such as the extent of an impairment, the presence of multiple impairments, the range of 
individual abilities and last, but not least, personal preferences result in a set of highly 
individualised requirements. Therefore, accessibility information provision is imperative to allow 
diverse travellers to  judge for themselves, the extent to which the available tourism supply can 
satisfy their requirements.
The second key requirement refers to  the reliability of accessibility information. The 
provision of accessibility information as such, is only the first step towards enabling accessible 
tourism and this finding supports previous research that calls for accessibility information 
provision (Eichhorn et al., 2008; Shaw et al., 2005). Unless this information is accurate, reliable 
and trustworthy, the very purpose of providing it is rendered void. Results indicated that 
accessibility information is often fragmented and scattered between different types of 
organisations (including tourism industry, DMOs, service providers, etc.) possibly covering 
different geographical areas. The reliability and accuracy of the information is inconsistent, 
which makes collecting, assessing, and acting upon this information a very cumbersome process. 
Findings support this notion as for instance, many facilities provide information describing 
accessibility as it is perceived by the owner, provide partial information, or no information at all.
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Respondents claimed that it is better to  provide accurate information that may indicate that the 
venue is not accessible fo r many people (so they can exclude this venue from their available 
choices), rather than providing incomplete or subjective information. This finding supports the 
arguments in prior research for objectivity of information (Cavinato & Cuckovich, 1992; Darcy, 
1998, 2002; Darcy & Daruwalla, 1999). Therefore, to  allow travellers to  have an uncomplicated 
and comprehensive tourism experience and also judge for themselves the best suiting travel 
options, information should be objective, accurate, reliable and trustworthy.
Usability requirements were elaborated, with a particular focus on printing options, 
flexibility o f interface and content/information presentation. While some of the requirements 
are common for all travellers, they hold particular significance for people w ith impairments. 
Previous studies underline the difference between essential and desirable user requirements 
and their propensity fo r change (Ripat & Booth, 2005; Scherer, 2002a; Scherer et al., 2003). This 
study extends this notion as fo r instance, printing options may be a "nice to  have" requirement 
for everyone, but it may be a "must have" for a wheelchair user that needs to print the floor 
plan of a hotel, and carry it w ith them during their stay. Similarly, w ith regards to  the flexibility 
of the interface, requirements such as "minimal scrolling" and "ability to change font size" may 
be desirable for many people but essential for others. For example, people w ith hand dexterity 
problems find scrolling very difficult to  perform and people w ith visual impairment cannot 
read/access the information unless they can change the font size. Flexibility is also required to 
provide profiling and personalisation features to enable the retrieval o f tailor-made information 
that will allow the individual to  choose according to respective abilities, as well as personal 
preference. Finally, in terms of content, requirements such as "forum section" and "date 
pictures are uploaded" are again considered attractive and pleasing features fo r many, but they 
can be vital fo r people w ith impairments. The forum section for example can be helpful for a 
traveller to read reviews on a hotel from other travellers and discuss and assess different 
elements (i.e. price, comfort, cleanliness), but there is always the option to  choose another 
competing hotel that is better in any of the dimensions that are reviewed to  be substandard or 
unsuitable. For people w ith impairments, this discussion can be even more valued, as it can 
entail opinions of travellers w ith similar impairments who can more "expertly" describe the 
accessibility of the facilities (which can be leverage to  subjectivity o f accessibility information 
and a trust-builder). This is even more valuable for people with severe impairments that may be
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restricted by vetoes (the absolutely minimum prerequisite that allows a person to  enter a 
building or make use of a service). Similarly, "date pictures are uploaded" can be seen as a 
reassurance of how the current hotel facilities are. However, it has an additional significance for 
people with impairments because if any alterations/renovations have occurred and there are 
discrepancies between the provided pictures and accessibility information (i.e. floor maps), then 
the visit is jeopardised. Hence, even if some usability requirements are desirable and common 
for everyone, they are more important fo r people with impairments.
However, there are also some requirements that are specific to people with impairments 
and these refer to  "the source of accessibility information is clearly stated" and "accessibility 
information is accompanied by pictures" parameters. Both these requirements are based on the 
assumption that there is accessibility information available in the first place; provided that this 
assumption is true, then the need for stating the information source and the provision of visual 
cues is explicated. The requirement fo r clearly stating the source of accessibility information 
derives from the need to trust the information. Since the quality of accessibility information is 
variable depending on the information source, revealing the source is important to determine 
the level o f trust in the quality o f the information. Pictures accompanying the accessibility 
information are needed in order to provide evidence fo r the quality and accuracy o f that 
information. The visual representation of the accessibility information serves to reassure the 
individual o f the perspective choice, increase trust, and allow for a more informed personal 
evaluation of the product/service.
Accessible tourism requirements were included in the technology acceptance 
framework and the findings of the survey were elaborated. The chapter later explained how 
different types of impairment generate different requirements and consequently employ 
different factors to explain and predict technology acceptance. Addressing the second objective 
of the study, the determinants of technology acceptance for accessible tourism systems were 
presented. It was found that 1) user requirements do impact behavioural intention to  use a 
system, 2) impairment moderates technology acceptance, and 3) since different impairments 
generate different requirements, the factors that predict behavioural intention to use a system 
vary according to impairment. These findings support the claims of earlier research that 
inconsistencies between studies and models displaying limited explanatory power are due to 
the existence of moderating variables (Lee et al., 2003; Sun & Zhang, 2006), and answers the
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calls for further research on moderators (Adams et al., 1992; Agarwal & Prasad, 1998; 
Venkatesh et al., 2003). Based on the Technology Acceptance Model (TAM) five hypotheses 
were developed, and they were all accepted.
HlrContent requirements will have a positive effect on perceived usefulness 
/Accepted
H2;Trust will have a positive effect on perceived usefulness/Accepted
H3: Usability requirements will have a positive effect on perceived ease of 
use/Partially accepted
H4:Perceived usefulness will have a positive effect on behavioural intention 
/Accepted
H5: Perceived ease of use will positively affect behavioural intention /Accepted
H I was accepted as Content requirements were found to be good predictors o f PU 
[Adj.R^=.302, Accessibility Info assessment (P=.308, Sig. p=.038) and Reliability assessment 
(P=.303, Sig. p=.041)]. Similarly, H2 was also accepted as Trust was a significant predictor o f PU 
(Adj.R^=.366, p=.612, Sig. p=000). This supports evidence from existing literature arguing that 
trust significantly assists consumers to overcome perceptions of uncertainty and risk, and 
engage in "trust-related behaviours" with web-based vendors (Fam, Foscht, & Collins, 2004; 
Gefen, 2000; Kim, Kim, & Shin, 2009; Wu, Zhao, Zhu, Tan, & Zheng, 2011). However, in this case 
when both Content Requirements and Trust are compared. Trust seems to  be the strongest 
predictor of PU [Trust (r=.S97, Sig. p=.000); Accessibility Info Assessment (r=.510, Sig. p=.000); 
Reliability Assessment (r=.514, Sig. p=.000)]. In the case of accessible tourism, it is logical that 
trust is a highly significant factor; lack of trust in the vendor and the relative information could 
affect intention to  engage with travel. Bearing in mind that there can be many factors that may 
distort the quality o f accessibility information (i.e information fragmented and scattered 
amongst different industry players and in different locations, variability of accessibility
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standards), it is reasonable to  expect that trust plays a big role (even more so than content) in 
influencing the perception of usefulness.
H3 was partially accepted, because out o f the three usability requirements constructs 
(Content, Printing and Flexibility) only Flexibility assessment results (p=.559, Sig. p=.000) had an 
impact on PEOU. This finding complements existing literature including the works of Kilgore et 
al. (2001), Murray & HaubI (2011), and Venkatesh et al (2003) which view flexibility as a factor 
that positively influences PEOU, even though there have been arguments claiming that too 
much flexibility may have a negative effect on PEOU (i.e Flearst, Rashmi, Swearingen, & Yee, 
2002; Thompson, Flamilton, & Rust, 2005). The importance of website flexibility could be 
attributed to the fact that people with disabilities use assistive technologies to  interact w ith 
ICTs. So, a website that is not flexible enough to  interoperate w ith assistive technologies creates 
user difficulties. Consequently, an inflexible website that is difficult to  use presents barriers in 
interacting w ith it, and that should, in turn, affect intention to use.
Also, H4 and HS were accepted, indicating that both PU (Adj.R^=.213, P=.473, Sig. 
p=000) and PEOU (Adj.R^=.291, P=.S48, Sig. p=000) predict Bl. These findings support existing 
research (i.e Agarwal & Prasad, 1998; Davis, 1989; Karahanna et al., 2006; Kim, Lee, & Law, 
2008; Pai & Huang, 2011; Venkatesh et al., 2003) that suggests both constructs have an impact 
on intention to use a system. At this point it is interesting to highlight that in this study PEOU 
was found a stronger predictor of Bl, in contrast to PU. PU has traditionally been considered a 
more 'stable' measure than PEOU (Davis, Bagozzi, & Warshaw, 1992; Igbaria, Guimaraes, & 
Davis, 1995) and this argument was aptly articulated by Keil, Beranek, & Konsynski, (1995) by 
saying that "no amount of PEOU will compensate for low usefulness" (1995: 89). However, there 
are cases where PEOU is found a stronger predictor than PU (i.e Gefen & Detmar, 2000; van der 
Heijden, 2004a) and that is relevant to the context of use. In this case, the fact that PEOU 
appears stronger than PU may be explained by the characteristics o f the sample. In particular, 
impairments may play a considerable role in the perceived ease of use of a system, because if 
the system is difficult to use, then may be no use for it.
Hence, results suggest that the antecedents to  Behavioural Intention sufficiently 
account fo r its variance, which means that the model accounts for the factors that influence 
Behavioural Intention. However, what was evident from the analysis is that different
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impairments generate different requirements and therefore the determinants o f technology 
acceptance vary according to  type of impairment. By examining how impairments moderate the 
relationships between determinants o f acceptance and Behavioural Intention to  use a system, 
different models emerged. These models can predict intention to use the system based on the 
determinants that are significant fo r different types of impairment. Table 47 provides a 
summary of the findings of the difference acceptance models.
Table 47: Summary of acceptance models from findings
Model Relationships
Seeing difficulties Accessibility Information - PU (Adj.R^=.082)
Hearing difficulties Reliability assessment- PU (Adj.R^=.270) 
Content - PEOU (Adj.R^=.121)
Flexibility - PEOU (Adj.R^=.362)
PU - Bl (Adj.R^=.246)
Speaking difficulties No relationships found
Moving/mobility
difficulties
Accessibility Information assessment - PU (Adj.R^=.202) 
Trust - PU (Adj.R^=.297)
Printing assessment - PEOU (Adj.R^=.145)
Flexibility assessment - PEOU (Adj.R^=.276)
PU - Bl (Adj.R^=.179)
PEOU - Bl (Adj.R^=.255)
Body movement 
difficulties)
Accessibility Information assessment - PU (Adj.R^=.195) 
Reliability assessment - PU (Adj.R^=.198)
Flexibility assessment - PEOU (Adj.R^=.269)
Gripping/holding
difficulties
Accessibility Information assessment- PU (Adj.R^=.193) 
Reliability assessment - PU (Adj.R^=.183)
Trust - PU (Adj.R^=.280)
Flexibility assessment - PEOU (Adj.R^=.291)
PU - Bl (Adj.R^=.202)
PEOU - Bl (Adj.R^=.275)
Behavioural difficulties Trust - PU (Adj.R^=.298)
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In particular, findings indicate that fo r visually impaired individuals. Accessibility 
Information and Perceived Usefulness are the main determinants for technology acceptance. In 
particular, this model explains that Accessibility Information accounts for 8.2% of the variance in 
PU (Adj.R^=.082), and that, as the level of impairment increases, the more important 
accessibility information becomes in predicting perceived usefulness (i.e. the harder it is to  see, 
the more important accessibility information becomes to predict perceived usefulness o f a 
website).
In terms of hearing difficulties, it was found that Reliability o f Accessibility Information, 
Content and flexibility of the website, PEOU and PU are the main determinants. In particular it 
was found that as the level o f impairment increases 1) the more important reliability of 
information is, the more useful the website is perceived, (Adj.R^=.270) 2) the more important 
content (Adj.R^=.121) and flexibility (Adj.R^=.362) aspects of the website become to  predict its 
perceived ease of use, 3) the more important perceived usefulness of a website becomes to 
predict intention to use it (Adj.R^=.246).
No difference was observed for speaking difficulties. Speaking difficulties did not 
moderate any relationships. This result could be explained by the fact that this particular 
impairment creates no difficulties in using a website.
With regards to moving difficulties (walking, climbing stairs, standing). Accessibility 
information assessment (Adj.R^=.202), and Trust (Adj.R^=.297), were found strong predictors of 
Perceived Usefulness of the website. For people w ith moving difficulties finding accessibility 
information and trusting the website increases their perception of the usefulness of the website. 
The importance of accessibility information and trust in predicting usefulness can be explained 
by the associated risk entailed in travelling. For example, people w ith severe mobility 
impairments (often restricted by the veto principle) need to trust the website and the 
information it provides; otherwise they may not be able to  make alternative arrangements for 
the travel options that do not meet their needs. Also, Printing assessment (Adj.R^=.145) and 
Flexibility assessment (Adj.R^=.276) were found to  be strong predictors of Perceived Ease of Use. 
As also shown from the qualitative findings, people w ith moving difficulties place importance on
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knowing accessible paths w ithin the venue, between venues and between place of origin and 
the destination. So, it is often important to  be able to  print a map that shows the accessible 
paths and carry it w ith them while travelling. This offers an alternative, if fo r whatever reason, 
they find barriers in the chosen path. Both PU (Adj.R^=.179) and PEOU (Adj.R^=.255) are good 
predictors of Bl w ith a significant presence of the impairment and the interaction term, which 
means that the harder it is to  move, the more important perceived usefulness and ease of use of 
a website become to  predict intention to use it.
In terms of body moving (reaching, crouching, kneeling) difficulties, it was found that 
Accessibility Information assessment (Adj.R^=.195) and Reliability assessment (Adj.R^=.198) are 
good predictors o f PU, and Flexibility assessment (Adj.R^=.269) good predictor o f PEOU. This 
means that people with body moving difficulties will perceive a website useful if it has reliable 
accessibility information, and easy to use when it has a flexible interface. Accessibility 
information and reliability o f that information are important for people w ith body moving 
difficulties to plan tourism activities; if a website contains accessibility information that is 
reliable then is seen as useful. Also, a flexible website should be able to  interoperate w ith 
assistive technologies, often used to  interact with websites, and therefore considered easy to 
use.
With regard to  gripping/holding difficulties. Accessibility information assessment 
(Adj.R^=.193), Reliability assessment (Adj.R^=.183) and Trust (Adj.R^=.280) are good predictors of 
PU, and Flexibility assessment (Adj.R^=.291) is a good predictor o f PEOU. Similar to  other 
mobility impairments, for people with gripping/holding difficulties the availability o f accessibility 
information, the reliability of that information and trust are important issues that contribute to 
considering a website useful. Also, flexibility appears again to be important fo r finding a website 
easy to use. Both PU (Adj.R^=.202) and PEOU (Adj.R^=.275) are strong predictors of Bl, which 
means that as the level o f impairment increases, the more important PU and PEOU become in 
predicting Bl (i.e. the harder it is to  grip/hold, the more important the perceived usefulness and 
ease of use of a website becomes to predict intention to use it).
For behavioural difficulties only Trust (Adj.R^=.298) was found to be a strong predictor o f PU.
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These findings reveal the main factors that affect technology acceptance for different types 
of impairment. This research does not intend to reduce travellers' requirements to a set of 
requirements only relevant to  type of impairment, because as stated earlier, each traveller has a 
unique set o f highly individualized requirements. However, these results can be used as a 
template to begin addressing the requirements stemming from impairment, before profiling, 
personalization and other features are deployed, to  enable a more holistic approach to 
accessible tourism.
7.3 IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY
This research has been new and innovative in that there has been very little  work done 
integrating accessible tourism with technology acceptance. The modification of the TAM model 
in the attempt to  explain acceptance of accessible tourism systems added to  the technology 
acceptance theory in a number of ways. The application of the model in a non-contrived setting, 
w ith an actual sample (not students), added depth to  the technology acceptance research. A lot 
of technology acceptance research has been done on students in classroom settings i.e. (Ha, 
Yoon, & Choi, 2007; Karahanna, Agarwal, & Angst, 2006; Klopping & McKinney, 2006; Nysveen & 
Thorbj0rnsen, 2005), and the use of the tool in real life setting is valuable.
This study aimed to develop a conceptual model that can predict the factors that 
determine an individual's intentions to accept technology in the context o f accessible tourism. 
The synthesis of the literature suggested that TAM model provided a validated and rigorous 
framework to  assist in this investigation. However, its fundamental constructs (perceived 
usefulness and ease of use) were not enough to  completely reflect the technology acceptance 
and so there was a need for additional variables to  be examined. The comprehensive, albeit less 
parsimonious model developed in the current study, makes an additional contribution to  the 
literature by grounding key predictors of belief in the technology acceptance model and then 
applying them to a new context (accessible tourism).
Also, to  better understand and predict users' intention to use a system, users' needs 
and wants of the system were also examined. Hence, this study explicates the link between user 
requirements and intention to use a system, by incorporating user requirements (for accessible
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tourism) in the technology acceptance model. To do so, these requirements needed to  be 
identified first. After a series o f focus groups and usability testing, results revealed that content, 
trust and usability requirements were underpinning intention to use an accessible tourism 
system. So, this study provides a rounded view of the requirements for accessible tourism.
The research shows that requirements are highly individualised and depend on type of 
impairment, extent of impairment, range of individual abilities, and personal preferences. In 
particular, w ith regards to  content requirements, this study adds to  the works of those who call 
for making tourism accessible (i.e. Ray and Ryder, 2003; Eichhorn et al., 2008; Darcy & 
Daruwalla, 1999; McKercher et al., 2003) to enable and widen participation in leisure activities. 
This study contributes to this body of literature by underlining the importance of accessible 
tourism information provision and also providing insight into the type of information required 
by people w ith different impairments. It also elaborates on the importance of trust and 
reliability of that information. Also, another important discovery was the requirement o f door- 
to-door access paths. In particular, to  create door-to-door access maps, accessibility should be 
available at three different levels; 1) the single venue level, that describes the accessibility of the 
facilities/premises of the venue, and could incorporate information such as floor plans, 2) 
destination, whereby showing accessible paths between accessible venues within the 
destination, and 3) aggregate level, that demonstrates accessible paths between point o f origin 
and the destination. This requirement is vital, because unless all the accessible paths are 
identified, people w ith disabilities may not be able to travel altogether. Although there has been 
some discussion on accessible components w ithin a destination (Israeli, 2002; Williams & 
Rattray, 2005; Williams, Rattray, & Grimes, 2006), this requirement has never been explicated 
and verbalised in a holistic fashion in its complete form. Hence, this study enhances our 
understanding of the requirements for accessible tourism, by revealing the critical need for 
developing door-to-door access paths.
Further, in terms of usability, results revealed twenty important requirements relevant 
to  printing options, flexibility o f interface and content/information presentation. These findings 
support existing literature on usability factors fo r successful design (Howell, 2005; Jani, 
Miesenberger, & Burger, 2004; Leavitt & Shneiderman, 2003; Nielsen, 1993a, 2002). It was 
evident that the importance of these requirements varies between individuals, so that while for 
most people some requirements are "nice to  have", fo r people w ith impairments they may be a
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"must have". This study identified twenty usability requirements that are important to people 
w ith disabilities and underlined the difference between essential and desirable requirements for 
this user group. Also, two of those requirements are particular to  travellers w ith impairments 
and these refer to  "the source of accessibility clearly stated" and "accessibility information is 
accompanied by pictures". The rationale behind those is to  ensure the reliability of information 
w ith visual evidence, to act as trust builders. This study revealed two key requirements that are 
particularly relevant to people w ith disabilities. The usability requirements together w ith the 
information (content) requirements provided an insight as to what users want from an IS on 
accessible tourism.
Finally, the possibly most important contribution refers to the conceptualisation of 
disability as a moderating factor within technology acceptance. Throughout several years of 
research on technology acceptance numerous constructs have been deployed and tested with 
the sole purpose of better predicting system use. This process has proven valuable in terms of 
identifying variables of interest as well as factors that mediate/moderate relationships between 
the different constructs, w ithin the particular contexts of use. However, disability has yet to be 
considered as a potential influential factor. Hence, this study extends our understanding of the 
technology acceptance field, by conceptualising and operationalising disability w ithin 
technology acceptance framework and producing seven different models fo r different types of 
impairment that better predict behavioural intention to  use accessible tourism systems.
7.4 IMPLICATIONS FOR PRACTICE
This study brings together two areas, accessible tourism and information systems. This is 
an exciting development as there has been little convergence between the two. On the one 
hand, the tourism industry has been focusing on different market segments and niches (cultural 
tourism, eco-tourism, etc.), and has adopted, tested and further enhanced a number o f new 
technologies in an attempt to create more competitive products, offer experiences, and capture 
and maintain its respective customers. However, accessible tourism and particularly addressing 
the needs of people w ith disabilities has been one of the less attended areas (Buhalis, Darcy, & 
Ambrose, 2012; Darcy, Ambrose, Schweinberg, & Buhalis, 2011). On the other hand, research in
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IS acceptance is increasing especially after the internet boom and the more recent 
developments in mobile technologies. A number of new technologies have been developed with 
accessibility in mind (windows accessible changes, Google glasses and Samsung's 54 with 
android eye sight browsing), but have not been extensively applied to  accessible tourism. This 
study set out to discover what the requirements fo r accessible tourism are and how systems can 
be developed to  address those, and essentially how to  remove barriers that prohibit or make it 
difficult for people w ith disabilities to go on holidays and accept technologies that assist them in 
doing so. The following sections describe the value of the study and its contribution to 
practitioners.
This study contributes to the accessible tourism literature by expanding knowledge and 
understanding of the requirements of people w ith disabilities for participating in tourism 
activities. By better understanding the nature of requirements, barriers to participation can be 
more accurately defined. Once the barriers are identified it is then possible to take corrective 
action to remove or minimise them. This has significant implications fo r tourism supply as well 
as the demand for accessible tourism, as it can result in better service and product design and 
enhanced tourism experiences for people with disabilities.
The business case for accessible tourism, like other niche areas of tourism, has been 
based mostly on market size and economic value. Studies show, for example, that accessibility 
market in Europe alone is more than 120 million people (Buhalis & Michopoulou, 2011), the size 
which will continue to grow considering the rising number of seniors (Bloch, 2000; Gerlin, 2006; 
Morris, Mueller, & Jones, 2010; OECD & Health Division, 200S) and the spending potential is 
considerable (Burnett & Baker, 2001; Neumann and Reuber, 2004). While the size and value 
figures look impressive, and assist in recognising the accessibility requiring market as a 
substantial one, they do not add to our understanding of the characteristics and needs of the 
individual sub-markets. Literature offers little on segmentation of this market. There have been 
some efforts to provide insights into the characteristics of the market, but they mostly focus on 
one dimension of disability or access, mostly mobility (Bi, Card, & Cole, 2007; Buhalis & Darcy, 
2011; Buhalis & Michopoulou, 2011; Burnett & Baker, 2001). This study contributed to  our 
understanding of the accessibility tourism market by acknowledging that accessible tourism is 
not a homogenous market but consists o f diverse sub-markets w ith dissimilar needs and 
requirements.
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The inclusion of disability for segmentation does not assume a medical model 
definitional approach. Aligned with the distinction between impairment and disability, as 
defined in the social model, impairment can be used to distinguish between groups of people 
with disabilities that have different needs and requirements and acknowledges that every 
individual has unique abilities and disabilities, and it is only the individual who can make 
decisions as to  what they can do and how. In fact, one of the criticisms of the social model is 
that it does not concede the importance of impairment as essential factor in the lives of people 
with disabilities (Barnes, 2012; Goodley 2012; Shakespeare, 2006; Shildrick, 2012). According to 
Crow (1996: S9) “This silence prevents us from dealing effectively with the difficult aspects of 
impairment". Impairments should be taken into account (together w ith other segmenting 
variables) when attempting to effectively address and satisfy the needs of people with 
impairments. The accessibility market however, is not homogenous; it can be divided into 
different sub-segments according to type of impairment and within each sub-segment the 
accessibility requirements vary from high to  low according to  the degree of impairment. 
(Albrecht, Seelman, & Bury, 2001; ICF (International Classification of Functioning, Disability and 
Health), 2001). In addition to  traditional segmentation variables (socioeconomical, 
psychographic, behavioural, etc.) the type as well as the degree of impairment needs to  be 
taken into account. This study contributes to  this debate by identifying the needs and 
requirements of disability market sub-segments and provides a better understanding of market 
needs that will enable participation as intended by the social model o f disability.
However, traditional segmentation operates under the assumption that marketers 
should cluster users into groups to better address these segments. In terms of people with 
disabilities, traditional segmentation means that marketers cluster people in different groups 
according to their disabilities. This conveys a medical model understanding of disability which 
views the individual in terms of disablement, rather than focusing on the range of abilities. It is 
myopic from a requirements perspective, as not all mobility impaired users have the same 
requirements as their abilities vary significantly (different extent of impairment). In addition to 
type and degree of impairment that results in different sets of requirements, some people 
experience multiple disabilities (i.e blind deafness) whereby the requirements become more 
complicated and cannot be addressed by simply assuming a combination of needs of blind and 
deaf. Hence, this study by identifying the requirements of the different disability sub-segments
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provides a useful insight into the complexities o f the accessible tourism market, that tourism 
organizations can use as a guideline, before they can tailor make solutions to  serve customers 
individual needs and preferences.
This study also shows that in order to  be able to address the requirements fo r accessible 
tourism, destinations and tourism organisations need to provide accessible infrastructure and 
disseminate reliable accessibility information via accessible platforms. Accessible infrastructure 
is clearly a prerequisite fo r tourism participation, but the provision of accessibility information is 
equally important (McKercher, Packer, Yau, & Lam, 2003; Michopoulou & Buhalis, 2013; Shaw, 
Veitch, & Coles, 2005; Stumbo & Pegg, 2005; Turco et al., 1998; Yau, McKercher, & Packer, 
2004). It is also considered a faster and easier way of opening tourism opportunities fo r people 
with disabilities (in contrast to adapting infrastructure)(Darcy & Daruwalla, 1999). To 
successfully prom ote/ market their products and services, destinations and tourism suppliers 
need to communicate this information as the strategic planning of tourism related products and 
services does not start at the destination. The travel planning of people w ith disabilities is a very 
information intensive process, as it requires detailed information about getting to the 
destination, returning home, moving around at the destination and moving within the venues at 
the destination. It is important to  provide accessibility information to enable travel planning and 
maintain intention to travel, as the lack of information often results in abandoning the idea of 
travelling altogether (Darcy, 2010; Shaw & Coles, 2004; Stumbo & Pegg, 2005; Turco et al., 
1998). Therefore, the provision of accessibility information is an important step in overcoming 
barriers. Further, the quality and reliability o f accessibility information are critically important, 
because if customers don't trust the information, they will not rely on it for their travel planning; 
and that adds little or no value to  their planning process. One of the reasons for trust being such 
an important factor is the fact that there is a risk involved in undertaking tourism activities, 
often in a very factual sense. For people w ith severe impairment, inaccurate information may 
mean finding themselves unable to complete part o f the journey and consequently miss out on 
the whole holiday experience; this may have the financial implications, opportunity costs and a 
potentially humiliating experience. The provision of accurate and reliable accessibility 
information is in the interests of tourism organisations and destinations to successfully and 
inclusively market their products and services; this in turn will assist customers w ith disabilities 
to plan, book and experience tourism easily, safely and with dignity.
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This study showed that even if accessibility information is available, it also needs to  be 
accessible in itself. As the use of ICTs become more commonplace, inclusion and accessibility 
become a responsibility o f the mainstream tourism industry. Tourism is an information intensive 
industry that heavily relies on ICTs to disseminate information, facilitate bookings and 
transactions, and provide customer support. However, inaccessible tourism web pages imply 
that travellers are not able to use a service, consume information or book a trip. To support 
these processes, the online environment in which they operate needs to  be accessible and 
inclusive to  effectively cater for a wider range of customers. ICTs increasingly play a significant 
role in our everyday life and the internet has become the preferred information source for 
travel planning (Buhalis & Law, 2008; Ray & Ryder; 2003). ICTs and assistive technologies enable 
people with disabilities to participate in almost any area of the daily life and they often use the 
internet even more than people w ithout disabilities (Huber & Vitouch, 2008; Puhretmaier & 
Nussbaum, 2011). However, there are barriers to online environments which are prominently 
the result o f badly designed web pages, as people with disabilities use assistive technologies 
that enhance their ability to interact w ith computers and (partly) compensate for their 
disabilities. Hence, to  remove these barriers destinations and tourism organisations need to 
make accessibility information available, present it in a particular way to  be usable, and 
distribute it via accessible platforms (Michopoulou & Buhalis, 2013).
The findings of the thesis w ith regards to  the requirements of people w ith disabilities 
can be used by destinations, individual tourism providers and tourism intermediaries to inform 
their product/service design. Developing products and services with accessibility in mind brings 
a number of benefits. Adhering to the 'Design for all' principles makes their offerings usable and 
perhaps desirable to a great number of people w ith access needs, some of whom would not 
have the access /  opportunity to  use otherwise (vetoes). Providing products and services that 
are welcoming to  all, can address the needs of the widest range of people possible, including 
(but not limited to) people w ith disabilities. The 'Design for all' principles allow fo r better 
servicing of all customers with access needs (such as parents w ith prams or travellers w ith heavy 
luggage); a market considerable in both size and spending power as previously discussed. By 
better understanding access needs, destinations and tourism businesses can develop products 
and services that address market needs in a profitable and sustainable way. Embedding the 
'Design for all' philosophy to their processes and procedures can be the cornerstone of inclusive
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practices reflected in their holistic product and service offerings [often also mandated by 
Corporate Social Responsibility (GSR) agendas]. This will enable destinations and tourism 
suppliers to create better services and capitalise on a market that has significant growth 
potential and remains largely untapped, and create competitive advantage over other less 
inclusive destinations and organisations. Potentially, this may lead to  increased sales, market 
share and revenue. For tourism related businesses it may be a good way to  address seasonality.
However, it is important to  look beyond the apparent economic benefits as dictated by 
a service driven logic, and look at the value for tourism provision. Tourism is firm ly embedded 
within the concept o f 'experience economy' (Pine and Gilmore, 1999). As such, tourism is about 
delivering unique experiences because of the consumption of memorable products/services that 
the tourist helped create. Hence, co-creation of experiences means that consumers are an 
integral part of the production process for holidays and other tourism activities. However, co­
creation of experiences for accessible tourism requires the inclusion and participation of people 
w ith disabilities in the production process. In terms of tourism consumption and the notion of 
experience economy, people with disabilities tend to be marginalised by different barriers, such 
as infrastructural, informational or attitudinal. Even if access is possible, the tourism experiences 
of people with disabilities are often characterised by poor level of service that hardly f it  the 
notion of 'experience economy'. Therefore, by understanding the requirements of people w ith 
disabilities and addressing those through the adoption of 'Design for all' principles, destinations 
and tourism organisations can enhance the quality o f their tourism products and services as well 
as the experiences of tourists.
Also, understanding the requirements for accessible tourism can assist in demystifying 
disability and reducing fear of unknown. Often, tourism providers avoid investing in accessible 
tourism and making adaptations to reduce barriers to tourism participation, because of negative 
attitudes (Buhalis & Darcy, 2011; Darcy, 2010; Imrie & Kumar, 1998). These attitudes are often 
the result o f limited understanding and misconceptions about the complexities of access needs 
(Darcy, 2010; Stumbo & Pegg, 2005). For instance, some hoteliers feel that 'disabled rooms' are 
a liability to their overall business, because they fail to connect the high standard of access 
provision with other elements of corporate performance (Darcy, 2010). Another misconception 
is that the accessible tourism market is low yield, a consequence of long-standing stereotypes of 
people with disabilities and seniors being dependent on government funds (Darcy, 2000, 2003,
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2008). To dismantle these negative attitudes and misconceptions, sensitivity training is required 
to  provide inclusive and equitable services and improve customer experiences. The training 
clearly needs to  be grounded in the recognition and comprehension of the variability o f the 
accessibility market and the resulting requirements.
The value of this study goes beyond the strict confines of destinations and tourism 
organisations, and has implications for the wider stakeholder community of accessible tourism 
on two levels; internal operational and combined strategic. Results indicated that there are 
barriers in addressing the requirements of travellers w ith impairments for reliable accessibility 
information, and developing accessible/flexible systems that provide such information. By 
knowing and understanding the main determinants for technology acceptance, stakeholders can 
refocus their efforts into addressing primarily these key requirements fo r their target audiences. 
This could be applicable to  specialised providers and disability organisations that serve particular 
audiences (i.e. a project funded to create a system application to enable deaf people travel in a 
specific region). The identification of the key content and usability requirements provides the 
fundamental framework that will enable stakeholders to concentrate on more concrete 
objectives, and therefore manage and reallocate their resources more effectively. The findings 
illustrate the potential fo r improving technology acceptance and the conceptual framework 
provides a roadmap on how to put the research model into practice. The analysis o f different 
stakeholders' standpoints also contributes to founding a more strategic focus for the 
establishment of accessible tourism. The discovery of the different stakeholder outlooks on 
accessible tourism as well as the elaboration on their perspective agendas assists in mapping out 
conflict. This is critical information for all stakeholders, because knowledge of the challenges 
other stakeholders face, reduces the complexity of requirements and the resultant friction. 
Therefore, with the variety and complexity o f requirements mapped out, expectations are set, 
preparations are better and negotiations can be more fru itfu l. So, the identification of 
respective backgrounds and ambitions can be useful to  overcome agendas and find common 
ground to progress accessible tourism.
This study also has implications for the IS community. Findings can assist system 
designers to  procure systems that are more successful and accepted. By acknowledging and 
incorporating user requirements in the design process, the technological outcomes will 
constitute a better system-user fit. The analysis o f requirements from this study may be used as
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a basis/template to  develop systems that begin to address the needs of users w ith different 
types of impairments. Awareness of the factors that influence and better predict behavioural 
intention to use a system, allows designers to  cover the basic ground in the first stages of 
development, and allow for enhancements and optimisation of the particular system at later 
stages, that are more tailored to the projected outcomes of the particular system and its 
intended users. Hence, produced technology will be more accepted as it w ill provide a more 
useful and user-friendly system that will better satisfy users' need for that system.
There is also a contribution to systems development as a process of achieving 
inclusiveness. Some of the characteristics of agile system development methodologies include 
working in short iterations, decentralising of decision making and involving representative users 
in the development process as active team members (together w ith the developers) (Dyba & 
Dingsoyr, 2008; Moe, Dingsoyr, & Dyba, 2009; Nerur et al., 2005). Developing systems for 
accessible tourism involves considering the requirements of a variety o f stakeholders with 
diverse needs and interests. Therefore, the realisation of the different backgrounds and 
attitudes of the stakeholders for accessible tourism can inform agile development processes on 
how to incorporate and address these often conflicting needs, w ith the view of creating 
products that are accepted and usable by all. In a sense, it is similar to  applying 'Design fo r all' 
principles in the development process of information systems, to  remove barriers to 
participation and assure inclusiveness. This way, the process of developing systems for 
accessible tourism can be barrier-free and inclusive by bringing together the amalgam of 
stakeholders as well as travelers with disabilities, and the short iterations may assist in better 
addressing their potentially conflicting interests and the wide spectrum of their access needs.
7.5 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH
This research extends the empirical knowledge of technology acceptance within the 
context o f accessible tourism. The results, however, have their own limitations that have to  be 
considered when interpreting the findings.
The link between requirements for accessible tourism in relation to technology 
implementations is an exciting research area and is ripe for future study. The interesting findings
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from this dissertation give credibility to  the need for further research. However, one lim itation 
of the study lies with the low response rate o f the survey. In particular, the small number of 
participants in the survey in conjunction to  the multiple types of impairment led to  a small 
number of observations for analysis. Thus, some types of impairments were overrepresented in 
the sample (i.e moving difficulties n=176, in contrast to hearing difficulties n=162). More 
importantly, there was a significant difference observed within all types of impairments, in 
terms of the responses for the extent o f each impairment (Table 22). So in all types of 
impairments, the majority o f respondents claimed no difficulty (which can be expected as 
multiple options were available to allow for multiple impairments to be stated). However, the 
issue here is that the number of respondents that belonged to the high end of disability ("a lot 
of difficulty" or "impossible") was very low in all types of impairments. While the resulting data 
set enabled the researcher to gain an insight on the ways different impairments can affect 
intention to  use an accessible tourism system, further research is needed to gratify and enhance 
these results. Future research can expand on this study by elaborating on the types but also on 
the extent of impairment and the impact on technology acceptance. A bigger sample would 
allow fo r the use of more complex statistical methods, (such as confirmatory factor analysis and 
structural equation modelling) to  compare the results from this study to other TAM research. 
Additional research is essential to  target a large sample as a means of increasing statistical 
power and more conclusively establishing the robustness of the findings explored in the current 
study.Studies with larger samples would provide more accurate statistical analysis and the 
ability to  study the relationship between accessible tourism and technology acceptance in more 
depth.
A further lim itation is related to the issues of the external validity o f the current study. 
The study gathered data from the unique context o f accessible tourism, and therefore, it is not 
certain that, other than the current context o f the study, the findings would be similar. The 
findings reported here are subject to the usual limitations about the inadvisability of 
comprehensive generalization. The limitation of the perspective context may be due to the self- 
reported (disability) questionnaire (Benitez-Silva, Buchinsky, Chan, Rust, & Sheidvasser, 2004; 
Kreider & Pepper, 2007). Also, as the data was reported by individuals there is an assumption 
that respondents will provide accurate information about their activities (Domholdt, 2005). Self- 
reported adoption rates, as opposed to objectively measured usage, is a controversial issue in IS
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research and could account fo r variance in results due to the halo effect or Hawthorne effect 
(Davis et al., 1989, Riemenschneider et al., 2003, Venkatesh and Davis, 2000). As the study (to 
assess technology acceptance) used a single method (survey) and a single set of respondents 
(people w ith disabilities) at a single point in time (cross-sectional) the possibility o f the common 
method variance may be due to  inflated correlation for the obtained results (e.g., Igbaria, 1993). 
To some extent the researcher overcame this problem by using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) 
which substantiated that factors were loaded separately; however, the chances of there being a 
spurious effect were still inevitable. The alternative approach to  a self-report data source and 
refining measures would certainly reduce the likelihood of obtaining spurious relationships and 
would increase the reliability and validity o f the measurement model.
Another lim itation of this study is related to the cross-sectional design that restrained 
the understanding of the extent to  which causality can be inferred. In spite o f the fact that 
cross-sectional design allowed the researcher to collect data in a short span of time (Bordens 
and Abbott, 2007), it remained futile to  try  to  understand the impact o f the key predictors with 
respect to  time towards acceptance intentions and usage behaviour. Realistically, the extended 
model in the current study is based on the TAM, which in turn is based on behavioural theories 
of cognition, i.e., TRA. These require continuous interaction/feedback w ith the factors under 
examination. Specifically, fo r the acceptance of systems there is a clear need to examine the 
phenomena over several points o f time (e.g., Davis, 1989; Davis, Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1989; 
Venkatesh & Davis, 2000; Kim, Choi & Han, 2009). Longitudinal research would provide a better 
window into causal relationships as well as the impact o f interventions on behavioural intention. 
It would also provide better information into the relationship between intent to use and actual 
usage. It would also be interesting to compare the results with a survey that was administered a 
few months later to  see if PU would be a stronger predictor than PEOU. Therefore, future 
research particular to  longitudinal studies is needed to replicate the current study and address 
the issues related to  time and long-term usage.
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7.6 CHAPTER CONCLUSION
The concluding chapter o f this thesis first provided an outline to help the reader 
navigate through the key points made in each chapter and then discussed the key findings of the 
study. It also presented the implications for theory and practise, before acknowledging the 
limitations of the study and making suggestions for future research. Section 7.1 presents the 
contents o f the chapter and the chapter structure.
This chapter first presented an outline of the study in section 7.2, showing how the main 
themes of each chapter were carried on to the next. It showed how chapter one introduced the 
concept o f disability and discussed the challenges for accessible tourism and accessible tourism 
systems, before presenting the research objectives, the contribution of the study and its 
structure. Then, chapter two explained the key concepts of accessible tourism and the variability 
of travellers w ith accessibility needs and their implications for the tourism system, before 
looking at issues and within information systems development and challenges of user 
requirements elicitation. These themes were then forwarded to chapter three, where the 
principles of 'Design fo r all' were linked to accessible tourism and ICTs, and the challenges of 
developing technology for people with disabilities were discussed. Then, chapter four looked at 
prior research on technology acceptance before the theoretical framework for the acceptance 
of accessible tourism systems was presented. Subsequently, chapter five presented the 
methodology for the thesis and explained the hybrid strategy adopted that includes positivist 
and interpretivist elements, using qualitative and quantitative approaches and a mixed methods 
design to address the research aims and objectives. It also explained the three data collection 
methods as they correspond to the three phases of the project. Finally, the findings of chapter 
six were elaborated and discussed. In particular, the key findings from the first two qualitative 
phases of the study were elaborated, showing how they compare to existing literature and what 
is new and unique. Then, the results from the third quantitative phase of the study were 
discussed, showing the summary of the observed relationships and explaining how different 
factors affect technology acceptance for the different types of impairment.
The chapter then explained the implications fo r theory in section 7.3. This study 
contributes to the accessible tourism literature by extending our knowledge of the requirements 
for accessible tourism. It underlines the importance of the availability of accessibility
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information and also provides an insight on the type of information required by people with 
different impairments. It also highlights the importance of trust and reliability o f that 
information, and reveals the critical need for developing door-to-door access paths. Further, it 
provides an insight into what users want from an IS on accessible tourism and distinguishes 
between essential and desirable usability requirements. It also reveals two new requirements 
for the context o f accessible tourism that refer to "the source of accessibility information clearly 
stated" and "accessibility information is accompanied by pictures", and further consolidate the 
importance of reliability and trust. This section also showed how the study contributes to  the 
technology acceptance theory by undertaking the research in a non-contrived setting w ith a 
real-life sample. It also contributes to existing literature by grounding key predictors of belief in 
the technology acceptance model and then applying them to a new context (accessible tourism). 
Further, this study extends our understanding of the technology acceptance field, by 
conceptualising and operationalising disability within technology acceptance framework and 
producing seven different models fo r different types of impairment that better predict 
behavioural intention to use accessible tourism systems.
The chapter then moved on to section 7.4 which demonstrates the value of the study 
and the implications fo r practitioners. It shows how the findings of the study, w ith regards to 
requirements fo r accessible tourism (reliable accessibility information distributed via accessible 
platforms with available personalisation features), can help destinations and tourism 
organisations to  improve their products and services, adopt 'Design fo r all' principles and the 
gain the relevant benefits. Such benefits have marketing and financial underpinnings, such as 
effective segmentation, and increased market share, revenue, and competitiveness. The section 
also shows that they can enhance their Social Responsibility profiles and improve the value of 
the tourism provision by enabling people w ith disabilities to  participate in the tourism 
production process and co-create experiences. Understanding the requirements fo r accessible 
tourism can also inform sensitivity training to dismantle negative attitudes and provide inclusive 
and equitable services and improve customer experiences. This section also explains that 
understanding the background and interests of the wider stakeholder community fo r accessible 
tourism can help individual players to recognise the complexities and variability of requirements 
and therefore, be better prepared to avoid frictions and find common ground to  progress 
accessible tourism. Finally, this section presented the implications for the IS community. The
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analysis o f requirements from this study may be used as a basis/template to develop systems 
that begin to  address the needs of users w ith different types of impairments. By acknowledging 
and incorporating user requirements in the design process, the technological outcomes will 
constitute a better system-user fit. It also suggested that agile methodologies w ith their focus 
on short iterations and user centric design may be appropriate for the development of 
accessible tourism systems, to  remove barriers to  participation, assure inclusiveness, and bring 
together the amalgam of stakeholders w ith their potentially conflicting interests and the wide 
spectrum of their access needs.
Section 7.5 then presented the limitations of the study and made suggestions fo r future 
research. Some of the limitations refer to the small sample size of the survey which limits the 
strength of the survey findings and the potential to do further substantial statistical analysis, the 
application of the findings in a context different to accessible tourism, self-reporting measures 
and cross sectional design. This section also suggests that future research should address these 
limitations and examine the relationship between accessible tourism and technology acceptance 
in more depth, elaborate on the types but also on the extent of impairment and the impact on 
technology acceptance, use bigger samples to increase statistical power and more conclusively 
establish the robustness of the findings explored in the current study and conduct longitudinal 
studies to replicate the current study and address the issues related to  time and long-term 
usage.
The chapter concluded with section 7.6, which summarises the main points o f the 
different sections in this chapter.
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APPENDIX A - LITERATURE
A l.  TAM RELATED CONSTRUCT DEFINITIONS
CONSTRUCTS DEFINITIONS
1. Attitude towards 
Behaviour
"an individuals positive or negative feelings (evaluative affect) about performing the target behaviour" (Ajzen, 1991) p. 216
2. Subjective Norm "the person's perception that most people who are important to him think he should or should not perform the behaviour in 
question" (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975)p. 302
3. Perceived Usefulness "the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would enhance his or her job performance" (F. D. Davis, 
1 9 8 9 )p .320
4. Perceived Ease of Use "the degree to which a person believes that using a particular system would be free of effort" (F. D. Davis, 1989) p.320
5. Extrinsic Motivation The perception that users will perform an activity "because it is perceived to be instrumental in achieving valued outcomes that 
are distinct from the activity itself. Such as improved job performance, pay, or promotions" (F. D. Davis et al., 1992) p . l l l 2
6. intrinsic Motivation the perception that users will want to perform an activity "for no apparent reinforcement other than the process of performing 
the activity per se" (F. D. Davis et al., 1992) p. 1112
7. Perceived Behavioural 
Control
•  "the perceived ease or difficulty of performing the behaviour" (Ajzen, 1991) p. 188
•  "perceptions of internal and external constraints on behaviour" (S. Taylor & Todd, 1995b) p. 149
8. Job-fit "the extent to which an individual believes that using [a technology] can enhance the performance of his or her job" (R. L. 
Thompson et al., 1991) p. 129
9. Complexity "the degree to which an innovation is perceived as relatively difficult to understand and use" (R. L. Thompson et al., 1991) p. 
128
10. Long-term Consequences "Outcomes that have a pay-off in the future" (R. L. Thompson et al., 1991) p.129
11. Affect towards Use Based on Triandis, affect toward use is "feelings of joy, elation, or pleasure, or depression, disgust, displeasure or hate 
associated by an individual with a particular act" (R. L. Thompson et al., 1991) p. 127
12. Social Factors Derived from Triandis, social factors are: "the individual's internalisation of the reference groups subjective culture and specific 
interpersonal agreements that the individual has made with others in specific social situations" (R. L. Thompson et al., 1991) p. 
126
13. Facilitating Conditions Objective factors in the environment that observers agree make an act easy to accomplish. For example, returning items 
purchased online is facilitated when no fee is charged to return the item. In IS context, " provision of support for users of PCs 
may be one type of facilitating condition that can influence system utilisation" (R. L. Thompson et al., 1991) p.129
14. Relative Advantage "the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being better than its precursor" (G. C. Moore & Benbasat, 1991)p. 195
15. Ease of Use "the degree to which an innovation is perceived as difficult to use" (G. C. Moore & Benbasat, 1991)p. 195
16. Image "the degree to which use of an innovation is perceived to enhance one's image or status in one's social system" (G. C. Moore & 
Benbasat, 1991)p. 195
17. Visibility The degree to which one can see others using the system in the organisation adapted from (G. C. Moore & Benbasat, 1991; 
Venkatesh et al., 2003) p.431
18. Compatibility "the degree to which an innovation is perceived as being consistent with the existing values, needs, and past experiences of 
potential adopters" (G. C. Moore & Benbasat, 1991) p.195
19. Results Demonstrability "the tangibility of the results of using the innovation, including their observability and communicability" (G. C. Moore & 
Benbasat, 1991) p.203
20. Voluntariness of Use "the degree to which use of the innovation is perceived as being voluntary or of free will" (G. C. Moore & Benbasat, 1991) 
p.195
21. Outcome Expectations -  
Performance
The performance-related consequences of the behaviour. Specifically performance expectations deal with job-related outcomes 
(Compeau & Higgins, 1995)
22. Outcome Expectations -  
Personal
The personal consequences of the behaviour. Specifically, personal expectations deal with the individual esteem and sense of 
accomplishment (Compeau & Higgins, 1995)
23. Self-efficacy Judgement of one's ability to use a technology to accomplish a particular job or task
24. Affect An individuals liking for a particular behaviour
25. Anxiety Evoking anxious or emotional reactions when it comes to performing a behaviour
26. Performance expectancy Perform ance expectancy is defined as the degree to which using a technology will provide benefits to consumers in performing 
certain activities (Venkatesh, Thong, & Hu 2012) p.159
27. Effort expectancy E ffort expectancy is the degree of ease associated with consumers' use of technology; (Venkatesh, Thong, & Hu 2012) p. 159
28. Social Influence Social influence is the extent to which consumers perceive that important others (e.g., family and friends) believe they should 
use a particular technology (Venkatesh, Thong, & Hu 2012) p. 159
29. Hedonic motivation Hedonic m otivation  is defined as the fun or pleasure derived from using a technology (Venkatesh, Thong, & Hu 2012) p.161
30. Price value Price value  as consumers' cognitive tradeoff between the perceived benefits of the applications and the monetary cost for using 
them (Venkatesh, Thong, & Hu 2012) p.161
31. Habit Habit is a perceptual construct that reflects the results of prior experiences (Venkatesh, Thong, & Hu 2012) p.161
Adapted from: (Venkatesh et al., 2003; Venkatesh, Thong, & Xu, 2012)
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B l.  FOCUS GROUP COMPOSITION
S u m m a ry  o f  Focus G ro u p  C o m p o s itio n
Stage 1 LONDON Focus Groups
Round 1 Round 2
Them atic areas Disabled
Traveler
Requirements
Challenges for 
Accessible 
Tourism  
Systems
Disabled
Traveler
Requirements
Challenges for 
Accessible 
Tourism  
Systems
Nr of Participants 18 17 20 20
Composition
Research and education 2 2 2 2
Technology Companies 2 3 3 4
Service Providers 2 2 2 2
Tourism supply/intermediaries 3 3 7 5
Legislators 3 1 1 1
Disabled consumers 4 3 4 5
DMOs 2 3 1 1
SUM 18 17 20 20
Stage 2 ATHENS Focus Groups
Round 1 Round 2
Them atic areas Disabled
Traveler
Requirements
Challenges for 
Accessible 
Tourism  
Systems
Disabled
Traveler
Requirements
Challenges for 
Accessible 
Tourism  
Systems
Nr of Participants 19 16 20 20
Composition
Research and education 1 2 2 2
Technology Companies 2 2 3 2
Service Providers 3 3 3 3
Tourism supply/intermediaries 3 3 5 5
Legislators 3 1 1 1
Disabled consumers 4 3 4 5
DMOs 3 2 2 2
SUM 19 16 20 20
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B2. USABILITY TESTING - INFORMATION SHEET
europejocalL
V
w»v.gLirciD9forall.com
Website Usability Testing: 
Information Sheet
W HO IS  CONDUCTING THE RESEARCH?
This research is being conducted by the OSSATE Project (One-Stop-Shop for Accessible Tourism in 
Europe) funded by the e-Content Programme of the European Commission. The overall aim of the 
OSSATE project is to create a new trans-national e-service in Europe, which will allow disabled 
citizens and Üieir families to find information out about th s  access/fa/Vrfy o f  to u ris t  d es tin a tio n s . The 
service will be offered via the Web, primarily a t v/ww.europeforall.com, and will employ data 
gathered by National, Regional and City-based tourist organisations. Principal researcher is Eleni 
Michopoutou, from Sdrool of Management, Univei-stty of Surrey.
PURPOSE OF THE RESEARCH
This is a survey to understand your usage of and opinions about the
website, which is under development. Your feedback is impoitant to assist us improve the website 
and optimise its usability.
RESEARCH PROCEDURES
During th e  survey, we will ask >^our opinions about the Web and the v/ebsite. The entire survey 
should take approximately 60 -30 minutes.
RISKS
There are no foreseeable risks for participating in this research.
BENEFITS
There are no direct benefits to you as a participant other than to further research and improve 
zervnces for customers in the accessible tourism area.
CO NFIDENTIALITY
This is a survey; the data will be kept confidential. Your answers will not be used for any kind of 
solicitation or commercial purposes or for future surveys or solidtations for research data.
PARTIC IPATION
Your participation is voluntaiy, and you may withdraw from the study at any time and for any 
reason. I f  you decide not to partidpate or v/ithdraw from the study, there is no penalty or loss.
CONTACT
Eleni Mlchopoulou may be reached at Elen .^MichooouloiL'G:surrev,ac.uk for questions or to report a 
research-related problem. Alternatively you can also contact Ivor Ambrose, the Project 
Coordinator; iaÆfieworx.or.
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B3. USABILITY TESTING - CONSENT FORM
CONSENT FORM
Version 01, Date
Project title: One-Stop-Shop for Accessble Tourism In Europe (OSSATE}
Researcher; Beni Mlchopoulou________  ID No: □  □
Please tick as appropriate
1. I confirm that I have read and understood the inform alion sheet dated
 ........ (version 01) for the above project and have had the
opportunity to ask questions.
2  I understand that my participation is voluntary and I am are free to withdra»v 
at arty time. 1 understand that I can ask for any sensitive remarks to be 
removed from the record and that I am free to withhold infonnatbn which 
I regard to be of a sensitive nature.
3. I understand that interview tapes and transcripts will be anoriymised and stored 
within a locked filing cabinet within the research establishment and under the care 
of adesignated custodian for afive years. This will be in accordance with the Data 
Protection Act 1998.
4. I confirm that 1 havs/havs noT agreed for the interview to be tape-recorded 
as part of the above study.
* please de'efe as appropffafe
Name of interviewee
Name of researcher
Date Signature
Date Signature
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B4. USABILITY TESTING - PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE
PRE-TEST QUESTIONNAIRE
Please tick (V) as appropriate:
1. Gender: Female Male | [
2. Age: Under 20 j— [
Between 21-35 | |
Between 36-50 | |
Between 51-65 | |
Over 65 [% ]
3 . 1 have been using the Internet; Less than a year |— |
Between 1 and 3 years \— [
Between 3 and 5 years |— |
More than 5 years | |
4. How many hours per week do you spend on the Internet?
Less than 5 hours per week j— [
Between 5 and 10 hours per week | |
Between 3 and 5 hours per week | j
More than 20 hours per week | |
5. Please rate your fam iliarity with searching accessible tourism information on-line:
Familiar, and search frequently [— [
Familiar, but search infrequently | j
Unfamiliar, but searched a few times 
Haven't searched before |— [
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6. What best describes your professional role?
Tourism Supplier
□
Destination Management Organisation □
Disability Organisation □
Technology Provider □
University □
Other
n
7. If you have an impairment please indicate below:
None □
Walking Difficulties □
Wheelchair user □
Visual □
Hearing □
Speech □
Mental /  Intellectual □
Other n (Please s|
8. In case you have an impairment, is it:
Permanent |— -j
Temporary ___□
B5. USABILITY TESTING - USABILITY TESTING SCENARIOS
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Scenarios
SI: Imagine you live perm anently In England, and that you are the proud w inner o f a competition, the prize 
being 2 flight tickets to  Athens. You are travelling w ith your best friend who Is a vegeterlan, and you are 
planning to  stay there for 3 days.
Please find a 4 star hotel th at provides meals for guests with special dietary requirements, for your vacation In
Athens.
Please rem em ber to think aloud while you're looking.
S2: Imagine th at you live In Austria and your Austrian wIfe/husband wants the children to  spend the weekend  
with their grandparents. In Austria. You find this a brilliant Idea, as this gives you the opportunity to  spend some 
tim e with your wIfe/husband alone. However, you need the hotel to  be accessible by bus, as you will leave your 
car to the grandm other.
Please find a hotel anywhere In Austria, for you and your partner, which Is accessible by bus.
How far Is your chosen hotel from  the nearest bus-stop?
M ake a note of the hotel telephone number
Please rem em ber to think aloud while you're looking.
S3; You are planning a week's holiday In Greece, (Alexandra Beach Hotel, 3 star, Zakynthos Island); w ith your 
husband/wlfe and your three children. Your youngest son has sprained his ankle during a basketball m atch, and 
he Is now walking w ith crutches. You need to  know If there Is a lift In the hotel, as he cannot easily do stairs.
Please look for the Alexandra Beach Hotel and check w hether there Is a lift. If there Is not, find another 3 star
hotel w ith a lift.
Please rem em ber to think aloud while you're looking.
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54: For your birthday celebration you are planning to  go to  GRANDE BRETAGNE hotel bar in Athens. Apart from  
friends and other fam ily you also w ant your grandm other to  attend, who is a wheelchair user. Her presence at 
your birthday is very im portant to  you. You need to  know w hether the bar is accessible for wheelchair users and 
if there is an accessible to ilet.
Please check w hether GRANDE BRETAGNE hotel in Athens has an accessible bar and accessible toilets.
Please rem em ber to  think aloud while you're looking.
55: Imagine you are a secretary newly employed in a big law firm  in London. You are asked to make travel 
arrangements for your boss attending a conference in Athens. He tells you th at because o f his asthma, he only 
stays in hotels th at provide non-smoking areas.
Please find a hotel in Athens, which provides non-smoking bedrooms and public areas.
Please rem em ber to  think aloud while you're looking.
56; Imagine th at your 10*'’ wedding anniversary approaches and as a present to your w ife/husband you are 
planning a surprise trip. You w ant to  re-visit the hotel w here you had spent your honeymoon. You rem em ber the  
name distinctively. It was called "ALCYON". You w ant to check if it still exists and if it has air-conditioning
Please find "ALCYON".
If you find it, does it have air-conditioning in the guest rooms?
Please rem em ber to  think aloud while you're looking.
248
S7: Imagine th at you are working in a travel agency. Your task is to  find accommodation for your client, who is 
deaf, and requires an accessible hotel in Alexandroupoli, Evros, Thraki, Greece.
Please find an accessible hotel for deaf people in Alexandoupoli, Evros, Thraki, Greece, th at has emergency call
system with fiashlight.
Please rem em ber to  think aloud while you're looking.
S8: Imagine th at your aunt is coming from  Trikala to  visit you in Athens for a few  days. She is blind and she has a 
guide dog. However, she cannot stay at your house because you are allergic to dogs. You decide to  find her a 
nearby hotel to  stay, where dogs are allowed in the bedrooms.
Please find a hotel in Athens th at allows dogs in hotel bedrooms.
Please rem em ber to think aloud while you're looking.
5 9 : Imagine th at you own a hotel in Kalavrita, Achaia, Greece. You believe your hotel is accessible and you w ant 
to  publicise this information to  potentially interested audiences.
Please login in the "Europeforall" website as venue ow ner and register your hotel in the database
Please rem em ber to  think aloud while you're looking.
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B6. USABILITY TESTING - SUS SCALE
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B7. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE
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B8. DISABILITY ORGANISATIONS
Country Organisation Contact Person
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Cyprus
Czech
Republic
Germany
Austrian National council fo r Disabled 
persons
dachverband@ oear.or.at Telefon: 01 5131533-0
Infoplatform for Accessible Tourism 
in Austria -IBFT
Angelika Lamburda a.laburda(8)ibft.at +43 676 54 27 313 
(Mobile)
TGB Toegankelijkheidsbureau Mieke Breeders mleke.broeders@ toegankelijkheidsbureau.
be
+32 11 87 41 38
Flemish Fund for the social 
integration o f disabled persons
Rudi Kennes rudi.kennes@ vlafo.be +32 2 225 84 68
Association National pour le 
Logement des personnes 
Handicapées (ANLH)
Cleon canoelofiJanlh.be (0 0 32 )2  772 1895
National Council o f People with 
Disabilities in Bulgaria
Mr. Kraslmir KOTSEV, 
NCDPB President
ncodb@ abv.bo Tel. : 359/2/980.54.90
Cyprus Confederation of 
Organisations o f the Disabled 
(CCOD)
Mr. Miki FLORENTZOS, 
CCOD President
ccod-kvsoa@ cvtanet.com.cv Tel. office : + 
357/22/88.91.18, Tel: + 
357/22/31.84.65
Czech National Disability Council 
(CNDC)
Mr. Vaclav KRASA, CNDC 
President
o.folk@nrzD.cz + 420/266/75.34.23
Danish Council o f O rganisations of 
Disabled People
dh@ handicao.dk. TIf. 3675 1 7 7 7 -F a x  3675 
1403,Kontoret er âbent fra 
8.30 til 16.00 - fredag 
lukker vi dog kl. 15.30.
Estonian Foundation for the Visually 
Impaired
Mrs Ülle Lepp, 
Mr Erik Loide
enif@ enif.ee +372 55 27543
The Estonian Chamber of Disabled 
People (EPIK)
Ms Helve LUIK, EPIK 
President Mr. Thomas 
MIHKELSON, EDF Board 
member
eoikoda@ eoikoda.ee. E-mail Thomas 
MIHKELSON : oamukoda@ hot.ee
Tel. : + 372/6/61.66.29
Central Union for the W elfare o f the 
Aged
Jukka Laakso iukka.laakso@ vanhustvonkeskusliitto.fi +358 9 3508 600
FFVI (Finnish Federation fo r the 
Visually Impaired)
Juba Sylberg iuha.svlbera@ nkl.fi +358 9 3960 4007
Finnish Association of People with 
Mobility Disabilities (FMD)
HarrI Leivo harri.leivo@ invlidiliitto.fi +358 9 613 191
The Finnish Association o f the Deaf Jarl Helskanen jari.heiskanen@ kl-deaf.fi +358 9 58031
Finnish Federation of the Hard of 
Hearing
Sami Virtanen sam i.virtan0 n@ kuulonhuoltoliitto.fi + 358 40 751 6994
the National Council on Disability Sari Loijas sari.loijas@ stm.fi + 358 9 1607 4313
Finnish Rheumatism Association Ritva Saukonpaa, Tita Strom tita.strom@ reumaliitto.fi
ritva.saukonpaa@ reumaliitto.fi
info@ reumaliitto.fi
+ 358 (0)9 4761 5640
French Council o f Disabled People 
for European Affairs
Mr. A lain FAURE, CFHE 
President, Philippe MIET - 
General se c re ta ry , Assistant 
P. MIET - Sophie ESCOLAR
DhiliDDe.miet@aof.asso.fr.
soDhie.escolar@ aof.asso.fr
Tel: + +33/1/40.78.27.30, 
Tel : +33/1.40.78.69.45
FTB (Forschungsinstitut Technologie 
- Behindertenhilfe)
Christian Buhler cb@ ftb-volmarstein .de 
kontakt@ dfa-deutschland.de
+49 2335 96810
Bundesarbeitsgemeinschaft Hilfe fur 
Behinderte e.V.
W olfgang Tigges wolfgang.tigges@ bagh.de + 49 211 31006 22
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Greece 2 Disability NOW Nikos Voulgaropoulos admin@ disabled.gr +30 23 1021 1915
National Confederation o f Disabled 
People (ESAEA)
Mr.Yannis
VARDAKASTANIS, EDF 
President
esaea@ otenet.or Tel: + 30/210/99.49.837
Hungary 1 National Council o f Federations of 
People with Disabilities (FESZT)
Ms Erszébet SZOLLÔSI, 
EDF Executive Committee 
and EDF Board member
szollosi foldesi@ vahoo.com Tel. : + 36/30/98.28.705
Ireland 2 National Council for the Blind o f 
Ireland (NCBI)
Mark Magennis mark.magennis@ ncbi.ie +353 0 86 6060 162
National Disability Authority Christine Whyte cwhyte@ nda.ie +353 1 608 0400
Italy 2 Forum Italiano sulla Disabilità (FID) Ms Patrizia Cegna and Ms 
Tiziana Santoro, FID 
Secretariat
E-mail: fid@ cidue.eu , FID President and 
Secretariat,
Tel: +39 0669988388/375
ATLHA Onlus Email: lino.brundu@ atlha.lt Tel. (0039) 02 48206551
Latvia 1 The Latvian Umbrella Body for 
D isability Organisations 
(SUSTENTO)
Ms Iveta NEIMANE, Vice- 
President SUSTENTO
iveta.neimane@ sustento.lv Tel. : + 371/7/59.04.37, 
Tel. : +371/9/41.14.88
LIthouania 1 Lithuanian National Forum of the 
Disabled (LNF)
President Ms RASA 
KAVALIAUSKAITE, 
Adm inistration Director Ms 
Henrika VARNIENE
rasa@ negalla.lt or info@ lnf.lt Tel Fax + 370 5 261 25 
01
Luxembourg 1 Luxembourg National Disability 
Council
Mr. Romain GAASCH, 
President
conseil.national@ iha.lu Tel. : + 352/36.64.66
Malta 1 National Commission o f Persons with 
Disability
sghs@ knpd.org
Netherlands 3 iRv Institute fo r Rehabiiitation 
Research
George van Lieshout 
M. Soede 
Harry Knops
g.vlieshout@ irv.nl 
msoede@irv.nl
h.knops@ irv.nl
+31 45 5 237 500
National Board fo r Accessibility K. Pelsser 
E.A. de Bruijn
info@ lbt.nl +31 3465 90115
The Bartiméus-Accessibillty 
Foundation
E.M. Velleman e.velleman@ bartimeus.nl +31 30 698 2401
Poland 1 integracja integracja@ lntegracja.org +48 22 635 13 30
Portugal 1 National Secretariat for the 
rehabilitation and integration of 
people with disabilities
snripd@ seg-social.pt
Romania 1 National Disability Council (CNDR) Mr. Sergiu RUBA, CNDR 
Chair
literanoastra@ zappmobile.ro and 
cndr@ anvr.ro
Tel. : 40/72/331.84.18 and 
40/21/311.30.61
Slovakia 1 Slovak Disability Council (NROZP) Ms Anna Rehakova, NROZP 
D irector
rehakova@nrozD.sk TeI./Fax : +421-(0)2- 
50240303
Slovenia 1 Slovene National Council o f Disabled 
People's Organisations
Mr. Tine Jenko, NSIOS 
Secretary General
tine.ienko@ nsios.si Tel. : + 386/1/43.03.646
Spain 3 CEAPAT (National Centre for 
Personal Autonomy and Technical 
A ids)
Cristina Rodriguez-Porrero 
Miret
crodriguez@ mtas.es
ceapat@ ceapat.org
+34 91 363 48 00 
+34 91 363 48 01 
+34 91 363 48 02
Design for All Foundation Francesc Aragall foundation@ designforall.org +34 93 470 5118
Fundacion Once Jesus Hernandez Galan jhernandez@ fundaciononce.es
achuter@ teleservicios.com
+34 91 539 42 06
Sweden 2 SHI - The Swedish Handicap Institute Claes Tjader claes.tjader@ hi.se
lis.klove@ hi.se
+46 8 620 17 00
National Accessibility Centre at the 
Office o f the Disability Ombudsman - 
HANDISAM
Hans von Axelson 
Sdren Hansson
Hans.von.Axelson@ handisam.se
Soren.Hansson@ handisam.se
+46 8 20 1770
UK 3 Royal National Institute o f the Blind John Gill, Carol Borowski john.gill@ rnib.org.uk +44 20 8438 9071
Royal National Institute for Deaf 
People (RNID)
helpline@ rnid.org.uk 0207296-8000
tourismforall.org.uk Brian Seaman, Jenny 
Stephenson
info@ holidavcare.ora Tel: 0845 124 9971
259
C l. FOCUS GPOUR PARTICIPANT PROFILES
•  Country
Descriptives for all focus groups
Country
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid Austria 3 3.1 3.1 3.1
Belgium 12 12.5 12.5 15.6
Bulgaria 1 1.0 1.0 16.7
Cyprus 4 4.2 4.2 20.8
Czech Republic 1 1.0 1.0 21.9
Denmark 7 7.3 7.3 29.2
Estonia 3 3.1 3.1 32.3
Finland 2 2.1 2.1 34.4
France 1 1.0 1.0 35.4
Germany 6 6.3 6.3 41.7
Greece 13 13.5 13.5 55.2
Hungary 2 2.1 2.1 57.3
Ireland 1 1.0 1.0 58.3
Israel 1 1.0 1.0 59.4
Italy 4 4.2 4.2 63.5
Luxembourg 3 3.1 3.1 66.7
Moldova 1 1.0 1.0 67.7
Netherlands 3 3.1 3.1 70.8
Norway 1 1.0 1.0 71.9
Poland 1 1.0 1.0 72.9
Portugal 2 2.1 2.1 75.0
Slovenia 1 1.0 1.0 76.0
Spain 7 7.3 7.3 83.3
Sweden 2 2.1 2.1 85.4
Switzerland 1 1.0 1.0 86.5
UK 12 12.5 12.5 99.0
Malta 1 1.0 1.0 100.0
Total 96 100.0 100.0
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Country
■  Austria 
n  Belgium
□  Bulgaria
■  Cyprus
n C z e c h  
Republic
■  Denmark 
□ E s to n ia  
□ F in land
□  France
■  Germany
□  Greece 
□ H u n g a ry
■  Ireland
□  Israel
■ Ita ly
□  Luxembourg
■  Moldova
□  Netherlands 
□ N o rw a y
□  Poland
□  Portugal 
■ S lo ven ia  
□ S p a in  
■ S w e d e n
■  Switzerland  
□ U K  
□ M a lta
•  Type of stakeholders
Type
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid Research and education 11 11.5 11.5 11.5
Technology 10 10.4 10.4 21.9
Service Providers 13 13.5 13.5 35.4
Tourism
supply/intermediaries
22 22.9 22.9 58.3
Legislators 9 9.4 9.4 67.7
Disabled Consumers 19 19.8 19.8 87.5
DMOs 12 12.5 12.5 100.0
Total 96 100.0 100.0
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Type
■  Research and education
□  Technology
□  Service Providers 
■I Tourism
supply .Intermediaries
□  Legislators
■  Disabled Consumers
□  DMOs
Gender
Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid Male 54 56.3 56.3 56.3
Female 42 43.8 43.8 100.0
Total 96 100.0 100.0
Gender
■  Male 
□  Female
2 6 2
Country
Descriptives for Stage 1
Country
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Austria 2 4.3 4.3 4.3
Belgium 8 17.4 17.4 21.7
Bulgaria 1 2.2 2.2 23.9
Cyprus 2 4.3 4.3 28.3
Denmark 3 6.5 6.5 34.8
Estonia 2 4.3 4.3 39.1
Finland 2 4.3 4.3 43.5
Germany 3 6.5 6.5 50.0
Greece 5 10.9 10.9 60.9
Hungary 2 4.3 4.3 65.2
Ireland 1 2.2 2.2 67.4
Italy 1 2.2 2.2 69.6
Netherlands 1 2.2 2.2 71.7
Norway 1 2.2 2.2 73.9
Poland 1 2.2 2.2 76.1
Portugal 1 2.2 2.2 78.3
Spain 1 2.2 2.2 80.4
Sweden 1 2.2 2.2 82.6
Switzerland 1 2.2 2.2 84.8
UK 7 15.2 15.2 100.0
Total 46 100.0 100.0
Country
■  A u s tr ia  
D  Belgium
□  B ulga ria
■  C y p ru s  
O  Denm ark
■  Estonia
□  F in land 
D  G erm any
□  G re ece
■  H u ng a ry
□  Ire land
□  Italy
■  N e the rla n ds
□  N o rw a y
■  Poland
□  Portuga l
■  S pa in
□  S w e d e n
□  S w itz e r la n d
□  UK
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Type of stakeholder
Type
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Research and education 6 13.0 13.0 13.0
Technology 5 10.9 10.9 23.9
Service Providers 4 8.7 8.7 32.6
Tourism supply/intermediaries 12 26.1 26.1 58.7
Legislators 5 10.9 10.9 69.6
Disabled Consumers 9 19.6 19.6 89.1
DMOs 5 10.9 10.9 100.0
Total 46 100.0 100.0
Type
■ R e s e a rc h  and education 
□  Technology 
□ S e rv ic e  Providei s 
H  Tourism
supply/intermediaries 
□ L e g is la to rs  
■ D isab le d  Consumers 
□ D t/O s
Gender
Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Male 26 56.5 56.5 56.5
Female 20 43.5 43.5 100.0
Total 46 100.0 100.0
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Descriptives for Stage 2
• Country
Country
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Austria 1 2.0 2.0 2.0
Belgium 4 7.8 7.8 9.8
Cyprus 2 3.9 3.9 13.7
Czech Republic 1 2.0 2.0 15.7
Denmark 4 7.8 7.8 23.5
Estonia 1 2.0 2.0 25.5
France 1 2.0 2.0 27.5
Germany 3 5.9 5.9 33.3
Greece 8 15.7 15.7 49.0
Israel 1 2.0 2.0 51.0
Italy 3 5.9 5.9 56.9
Luxembourg 3 5.9 5.9 62.7
Moldova 1 2.0 2.0 64.7
Netherlands 2 3.9 3.9 68.6
Portugal 1 2.0 2.0 70.6
Slovenia 1 2.0 2.0 72.5
Spain 6 11.8 11.8 84.3
Sweden 1 2.0 2.0 86.3
UK 6 11.8 11.8 98.0
Malta 1 2.0 2.0 100.0
Total 51 100.0 100.0
Country
■  Austria
□  Belgium
□  Cyprus 
mCzech
Republic
□  Denmark 
■Estonia
□  France
□  Germany
□  Greece
■  Israel
□  Italy
□  Luxembourg
■  Moldova
□  Netherlands
■  Portugal
□  Slovenia
■  Spain
□  Sweden
□  UK
□  Malta
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Type of stakeholder
Type
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Research and education 6 11.8 11.8 11.8
Technology 5 9.8 9.8 21.6
Service Providers 9 17.6 17.6 39.2
Tourism supply/intermediaries 10 19.6 19.6 58.8
Legislators 4 7.8 7.8 66.7
Disabled Consumers 10 19.6 19.6 86.3
DMOs 7 13.7 13.7 100.0
Total 51 100.0 100.0
Type
■  Research and education
□  Technology
□  service Providers 
U  Tourism
suppiyjirTtermediaries
□  Legislators
■  Disabled Consumers
□  DMOs
Gender
Gender
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Cumulative Percent
Valid Male 28 54.9 54.9 54.9
Female 23 45.1 45.1 100.0
Total 51 100.0 100.0
2 6 6
Disability profile of participants
Number of participants with difficulties
F req uen cy P ercent V alid  P ercen t
C um ula tive
P ercen t
V a lid  Y es 69 71 .9 7 1 .9 7 1 .9
N o 2 7 28.1 28.1 1 0 0 .0
Total 96 10 0 .0 10 0 .0
Difficulties faced by participants
Seeing
F req uen cy P ercen t V alid  P ercen t
C um ula tive
P ercen t
Valid Y es 32 3 3 .3 10 0 .0 1 0 0 .0
M issing S ystem 64 66.7
Total 96 1 0 0 .0
Hearing
F req uen cy P ercen t V alid  P ercen t
C um ula tive
P ercen t
Valid Y es 12 12 .5 10 0 .0 10 0 .0
M issing S ystem 84 8 7 .5
Total 96 1 0 0 .0
Speaking
Freq uen cy P ercen t V alid  P ercen t
C um ula tive
P ercen t
Valid Y es 6 6 .3 100 .0 10 0 .0
Missing System 90 9 3 .8
Total 96 10 0 .0
Moving
Freq uen cy P ercen t Valid  P ercen t
C um ula tive
P ercen t
Valid Y es 22 2 2 .9 1 0 0 .0 1 0 0 .0
Missing System 74 77.1
Total 96 10 0 .0
BMoving
F req uen cy P ercen t V alid  P ercen t
C um ula tive
P ercen t
Valid Y es 18 18.8 1 0 0 .0 1 0 0 .0
M issing S ystem 78 8 1 .3
Total 96 10 0 .0
Gripping
Freq uen cy P ercen t V alid  P ercen t
C um ula tive
P ercen t
Valid Y es 10 10 .4 1 0 0 .0 1 0 0 .0
Missing S ystem 86 8 9 .6
Total 96 1 0 0 .0
Behavioural
F req uen cy P ercen t V alid  P ercen t
C um ula tive
P ercen t
Valid Y es 3 3.1 1 0 0 .0 1 0 0 .0
Missing System 93 9 6 .9
Total 96 1 0 0 .0
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C2. CROSSTABS AND DIFFERENCES IN PROFILES
Gender * Country Crosstabulation
Country
Total
Western
Europe
Eastern
Europe
Southern
Europe Scandinavia Overseas
Gender Male Count
% within Gender 
% within Country 
% of Total
24
29.6%
57.1%
14.5%
10
12.3%
34.5%
6.0%
38
46.9%
50.7%
22.9%
2
2.5%
50.0%
1.2%
7
8.6%
43.8%
4.2%
81
100.0%
48.8%
48.8%
Female Count
% within Gender 
% within Country 
% of Total
18
21.2%
42.9%
10.8%
19
22.4%
65.5%
11.4%
37
43.5%
49.3%
22.3%
2
2.4%
50.0%
1.2%
9
10.6%
56.3%
5.4%
85
100.0%
51.2%
51.2%
Total Count
% within Gender 
% within Country 
% of Total
42
25.3%
100.0%
25.3%
29
17.5%
100.0%
17.5%
75
45.2%
100.0%
45.2%
4
2.4%
100.0%
2.4%
16
9.6%
100.0%
9.6%
166
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
Gender * Age Crosstabulation
Age
Total18-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 61-70 Over 70
Gender Male Count
% within Gender 
% within Age 
% of Total
15
19.2%
40.5%
9.3%
20
25.6%
42.6%
12.4%
25
32.1%
67.6%
15.5%
12
15.4%
41.4%
7.5%
3
3.8%
60.0%
1.9%
3
3.8%
50.0%
1.9%
78
100.0%
48.4%
48.4%
Female Count
% within Gender 
% within Age 
% of Total
22
26.5%
59.5%
13.7%
27
32.5%
57.4%
16.8%
12
14.5%
32.4%
7.5%
17
20.5%
58.6%
10.6%
2
2.4%
40.0%
1.2%
3
3.6%
50.0%
1.9%
83
100.0%
51.6%
51.6%
Total Count
% within Gender 
% within Age 
% of Total
37
23.0%
100.0%
23.0%
47
29.2%
100.0%
29.2%
37
23.0%
100.0%
23.0%
29
18.0%
100.0%
18.0%
5
3.1%
100.0%
3.1%
6
3.7%
100.0%
3.7%
161
100.0%
100.0%
100.0%
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Difference in profiles
Age * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
used cleared Total
Age 18-30 Count 24 15 39
% of Total 13.6% 8.5% 22.0%
31-40 Count 36 19 55
% of Total 20.3% 10.7% 31.1%
41-50 Count 27 13 40
% of Total 15.3% 7.3% 22.6%
51-60 Count 23 8 31
% of Total 13.0% 4.5% 17.5%
61-70 Count 5 1 6
% of Total 2.8% .6% 3.4%
Over 70 Count 5 1 6
% of Total 2.8% .6% 3.4%
Total Count 120 57 177
% of Total 67.8% 32.2% 100.0%
Gender * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
Totalused cleared
Gender Male Count
% of Total
59
34.5%
24
14.0%
83
48.5%
Female Count
% of Total
67
39.2%
21
12.3%
88
51.5%
Total Count
% of Total
126
73.7%
45
26.3%
171
100.0%
Country * used or cleared Crosstabulatlon
used or cleared
used cleared Total
Country Western Europe Count 35 8 43
% of Total 19.2% 4.4% 23.6%
Eastern Europe Count 19 12 31
% of Total 10.4% 6.6% 17.0%
Southern Europe Count 52 31 83
% of Total 28.6% 17.0% 45.6%
Scandinavia Count 4 0 4
% of Total 2.2% .0% 2.2%
Overseas Count 15 6 21
% of Total 8.2% 3.3% 11.5%
Total Count 125 57 182
% of Total 68.7% 31.3% 100.0%
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Seeing difficulties (even with glasses, if worn) * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
Totalused cleared
Seeing difficulties (even with No difficulty Count 86 26 112
glasses, if worn) % of Total 52.4% 15.9% 68.3%
Some Count 27 18 45
% of Total 16.5% 11.0% 27.4%
A lot Count 4 1 5
% of Total 2.4% .6% 3.0%
Impossible Count 1 1 2
% of Total .6% .6% 1.2%
Total Count 118 46 164
% of Total 72.0% 28.0% 100.0%
Hearing difficulties (even with hearing aid, if used) * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
Totalused cleared
Hearing difficulties (even with No difficulty Count 103 35 138
hearing aid, if used) % of Total 63.6% 21.6% 85.2%
Some Count 12 7 19
% of Total 7.4% 4.3% 11.7%
A lot Count 1 1 2
% of Total .6% .6% 1.2%
Impossible Count 2 1 3
% of Total 1.2% .6% 1.9%
Total Count 118 44 162
% of Total 72.8% 27.2% 100.0%
Speaking difficulties (talking) * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
Totalused cleared
Speaking difficulties (talking) No difficulty Count 104 39 143
% of Total 63.8% 23.9% 87.7%
Some Count 10 3 13
% of Total 6.1% 1.8% 8.0%
A lot Count 1 1 2
% of Total .6% .6% 1.2%
Impossible Count 3 2 5
% of Total 1.8% 1.2% 3.1%
Total Count 118 45 163
% of Total 72.4% 27.6% 100.0%
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Moving/mobility difficulties (walking, climbing stairs, standing) * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
used cleared Total
Moving/mobility difficulties 
(walking, climbing stairs, 
standing)
No difficulty Count 
% of Total
54
30.7%
28
15.9%
82
46.6%
Some Count 18 10 28
% of Total 10.2% 5.7% 15.9%
A lot Count 19 7 26
% of Total 10.8% 4.0% 14.8%
Impossible Count 33 7 40
% of Total 18.8% 4.0% 22.7%
Total Count 124 52 176
% of Total 70.5% 29.5% 100.0%
Body movement difficulties (reaching, crouching, kneeling) * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
used cleared Total
Body movement difficulties No difficulty 
(reaching, crouching, kneeling)
Count 
% of Total
57
33.9%
25
14.9%
82
48.8%
Some Count 23 8 31
% of Total 13.7% 4.8% 18.5%
A lot Count 27 8 35
% of Total 16.1% 4.8% 20.8%
Impossible Count 16 4 20
% of Total 9.5% 2.4% 11.9%
Total Count 123 45 168
% of Total 73.2% 26.8% 100.0%
Gripping/holding difficulties (using fingers to grip or handle objects) * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
used cleared Total
Gripping/holding difficulties No difficulty
(using fingers to grip or handle
objects) ___
Count 
% of Total
85
51.8%
27
16.5%
112
68.3%
Some Count 19 10 29
% of Total 11.6% 6.1% 17.7%
A lot Count 12 6 18
% of Total 7.3% 3.7% 11.0%
Impossible Count 4 1 5
% of Total 2.4% .6% 3.0%
Total Count 120 44 164
% of Total 73.2% 26.8% 100.0%
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Behavioural difficulties (psychological, emotional problems) * used or cleared Crosstabulation
used or cleared
used cleared Total
Behavioural difficulties 
(psychological, emotional 
problems)
No difficulty Count 
% of Total
104
67.1%
34
21.9%
138
89.0%
Some Count 10 6 16
% of Total 6.5% 3.9% 10.3%
A lot Count 1 0 1
% of Total .6% .0% .6%
Total Count 115 40 155
% of Total 74.2% 25.8% 100.0%
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C3. COMPARISON OF MEANS
Content Requirements - Richness of information
Richness o f Information
Websit
e
Outdoo
r
M .
Inside
Buildin
g
Common
Areas
Security
Policy
Accommoda
tion
Restauran
t
Attraction
s
Transpor
t
Detaile
d
Total Means 6.21 5.97 6.13 5.94 5.02 6.07 5.83 5.85 6.34 5.98
Std. Deviat. 1.378 1.464 1.425 1.472 1.743 1.333 1.390 1.452 1.240 1.501
SEEING
Total 6.17 5.95 6.08 5.92 4.99 6.01 5.79 5.82 6.31 5.94
None 6.37 6.08 6.24 5.94 4.87 6.15 5.87 5.99 6.39 6.00
Some 5.44 5.56 5.59 5.81 5.22 5.62 5.48 5.23 6.00 5.56
A lot 7.00 5.75 5.75 6.00 5.75 5.25 6.00 6.00 6.50 6.75
Impossible 5.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 7.00
Significance .010 .460 .207 .881 .584 .179 .505 .151 .519 .351
HEARING
Total 6.17 5.95 6.08 5.92 4.99 6.01 5.79 5.82 6.31 5.94
None 6.15 6.01 6.09 5.88 4.83 5.96 5.80 5.86 6.28 5.88
Some 6.17 5.17 5.92 6.00 5.83 6.18 5.42 5.17 6.33 6.17
A lot 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Significance .789 .177 .910 .053 .053 .600 .391 .229 .824 .605
SPEAKING
Total 6.19 5.97 6.09 5.93 4.99 6.01 5.79 5.83 6.31 5.92
None 6.24 6.10 6.15 6.01 4.95 6.04 5.83 5.84 6.37 5.95
Some 5.30 4.40 5.30 4.67 4.90 5.30 5.10 5.50 5.40 5.20
A lot 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 7.00 6.67 7.00 6.67 6.00 7.00 6.33 6.33 7.00 7.00
Significance .129 .003 .232 .045 .498 .181 .306 .688 .089 .240
MOVING
Total 6.23 5.98 6.13 5.94 4.99 6.06 5.81 5.86 6.33 5.97
None 6.15 5.87 5.81 5.81 5.45 6.04 5.92 5.90 6.23 5.75
Some 5.28 5.61 5.39 5.22 4.72 5.61 5.56 5.44 6.00 5.39
A lot 6.21 6.00 6.53 6.26 4.44 5.79 5.53 5.68 6.26 6.00
impossible 6.88 6.36 6.82 6.38 4.70 6.48 5.94 6.12 6.73 6.61
Significance .001 .286 .001 .038 0.73 .106 .575 .420 .173 .020
B. MOVING
Total 6.24 5.98 6.13 5.93 4.97 6.06 5.81 5.85 6.34 5.97
None 6.09 5.82 5.73 5.82 5.45 6.05 6.00 5.93 6.21 5.67
Some 6.35 6.48 6.52 6.26 4.70 5.91 5.78 5.87 6.39 6.30
A lot 6.22 5.46 6.33 5.96 4.08 5.89 5.44 5.67 6.30 6.19
Impossible 6.62 6.62 6.62 5.81 5.13 6.56 5.81 5.88 6.75 6.19
Significance .549 .019 .034 .677 .007 .407 .417 .903 .511 .242
GRIPPING
Total 6.22 5.99 6.12 5.96 4.96 6.04 5.80 5.86 6.33 5.96
None 6.12 5.95 6.01 5.89 5.20 5.93 5.85 5.88 6.24 5.82
Some 6.63 6.11 6.32 6.28 4.21 6.21 5.95 6.00 6.53 6.53
A lot 6.00 5.75 6.25 5.83 4.92 6.25 5.58 5.58 6.50 5.92
Impossible 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.25 3.50 7.00 4.75 5.75 6.75 6.25
Significance .289 .502 .500 .752 .044 .375 .430 .891 .677 .319
BEHAVIORAL
Total 6.19 5.97 6.10 5.93 4.97 6.01 5.78 5.83 6.31 5.93
None 6.15 6.04 6.13 5.90 4.98 6.05 5.83 5.84 6.32 5.94
Some 6.80 5.50 5.70 6.10 5.20 5.90 5.50 5.90 6.40 5.89
A lot 4.00 4.00 7.00 7.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 5.00
Impossible N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .108 .229 .567 .723 .220 .085 .365 .467 .197 .831
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Content Requirements -  Inclusion, Access Paths, Accuracy, Reliability
Inclusion Access Paths Accuracy Reliability
M ain
W eb
All
Disabilit
les
Needed
Provlslo
n
Paths to  
D estinât 
Ion
Paths
w ith in
Destinât
Ion
Paths
w ith in
V enue
Accurac
V
Explana
tory
Objectlvl
ty
Com fortab  
le Travel
Content 
T ravel
Reliable
W eb
Total Means 5.80 5.80 6.04 5.98 6.07 5.99 6.34 6.07 6.12 5.78 5.65 5.79
Std. Deviat. 1.536 1.572 1.478 1.376 1.233 1.236 1.196 1.279 1.205 1.559 1.602 1.466
SEEING
Total 5.75 5.80 6.00 5.97 6.07 5.96 6.31 6.04 6.12 5.75 5.60 5.77
None 5.74 5.90 6.14 6.08 6.13 6.05 6.32 6.11 6.19 5.79 5.60 5.75
Some 5.67 5.31 5.41 5.48 5.67 5.62 6.12 5.69 5.81 5.46 5.48 5.69
A lot 6.00 6.50 6.75 6.50 7.00 5.75 7.00 6.50 6.50 6.50 6.33 6.67
Impossible 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Significance .848 .251 .095 .179 .141 .410 .535 .373 .403 .497 .693 .609
HEARING
Total 5.75 5.80 6.00 5.97 6.07 5.96 6.31 6.04 6.12 5.75 5.60 5.77
None 5.69 5.72 5.98 5.87 5.99 5.89 6.23 5.98 6.08 5.70 5.55 5.70
Some 6.00 6.17 5.92 6.50 6.58 6.27 6.83 6.33 6.33 5.83 5.67 6.08
A lot 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 6.50 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.50 7.00 6.50 6.50 6.50 7.00 7.00 7.00
Significance .672 .472 .718 .285 .364 .388 .400 .659 .755 .580 .515 .427
SPEAKING
Total 5.74 5.79 5.99 5.96 6.06 5.96 6.29 6.03 6.10 5.74 5.60 5.76
None 5.79 5.74 5.96 5.89 6.03 5.93 6.32 6.03 6.10 5.70 5.54 5.67
Some 4.63 6.12 6.11 6.44 6.25 6.00 5.78 5.89 5.89 5.78 5.78 6.38
A lot 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 6.67 6.33 6.33 6.33 6.33 6.33 6.67 7.00 6.67 6.67 6.67 6.67
Significance .118 .719 .877 .567 .819 .802 .529 .610 .699 .633 .527 .313
MOVING
Total 5.79 5.79 6.03 5.96 6.07 5.98 6.32 6.07 6.12 5.75 5.62 5.77
None 5.84 5.79 5.73 5.81 5.88 5.65 6.29 6.06 6.13 5.56 5.37 5.65
Some 4.82 5.71 5.67 5.78 5.59 5.61 5.83 5.83 6.06 5.56 5.56 5.81
A lot 5.78 5.79 6.16 5.78 6.17 6.28 6.17 6.11 5.67 6.06 6.00 5.94
Impossible 6.21 5.85 6.64 6.39 6.56 6.56 6.75 6.19 6.36 6.00 5.90 5.84
Significance .025 .993 .030 .215 .029 .003 .059 .825 .274 .465 .370 .888
B. MOVING
Total 5.78 5.79 6.03 5.97 6.07 5.99 6.33 6.09 6.13 5.75 5.62 5.77
None 5.78 5.73 5.68 5.73 5.87 5.72 6.22 6.04 6.05 5.54 5.49 5.67
Some 5.50 5.59 6.32 6.05 6.24 6.10 6.57 5.95 6.52 5.81 5.35 5.89
A lot 5.77 6.04 6.27 6.11 6.19 6.15 6.23 5.96 5.81 6.04 5.92 6.00
Impossible 6.19 5.87 6.50 6.44 6.31 6.50 6.56 6.62 6.38 5.94 5.93 5.56
Significance .614 .778 .103 .287 .456 .122 .560 .346 .172 .538 .503 .735
GRIPPING
Total 5.78 5.80 6.02 5.97 6.10 6.00 6.32 6.06 6.11 5.75 5.62 5.78
None 5.76 5.76 5.88 5.77 5.99 5.84 6.17 5.96 6.02 5.67 5.51 5.73
Some 5.72 6.05 6.42 6.56 6.42 6.47 6.74 6.39 6.47 6.11 6.00 6.25
A lot 5.83 5.92 6.00 6.08 6.00 6.00 6.42 5.92 6.00 6.25 6.25 6.08
Impossible 6.25 5.25 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.50 4.25 .425 4.00
Significance .938 .788 .288 .068 .257 .085 .190 .281 .454 .114 .112 .045
BEHAVIORAL
Total 5.74 5.82 6.02 5.99 6.07 5.96 6.29 6.06 6.14 5.76 5.61 5.80
None 5.74 5.79 6.00 5.95 6.03 5.96 6.29 6.03 6.16 5.71 5.56 5.81
Some 5.89 6.30 6.30 6.60 6.60 6.10 6.60 6.40 6.20 6.20 6.11 5.67
A lot 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 6.00 4.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Impossible N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .529 .324 .665 .125 .278 .709 .128 .687 .192 .651 .611 .956
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Usability Requirements (Part A)
Printing
Option
Proper
Print
Clear
Forms
Multilingual
Versions
Forum
Selection
Clear
Source
Uploaded
Pictures
Accompanied
Picture
Minimal
Data
Minimized
Clicks
Total Means 4.99 5.25 5.33 5.12 3.82 5.58 4.93 5.40 5.18 4.93
Std. Deviation 1.760 1.697 1.693 1.858 1.777 1.471 1.616 1.694 1.592 1.640
SEEING
Total 5.02 5.30 5.28 5.07 3.74 5.55 4.84 5.32 5.15 4.89
None 4.99 5.30 5.23 5.26 3.76 5.70 5.02 5.55 5.16 5.01
Some 5.23 5.38 5.40 5.00 3.85 5.31 4.69 4.96 5.42 4.92
A lot 5.25 5.75 5.00 2.75 2.50 4.25 3.00 4.00 4.00 3.25
Impossible 1.00 1.00 7.00 1.00 5.00 5.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00
Significance .122 .076 .736 .007 .469 .199 .006 .008 .083 .017
HEARING
Total 5.02 5.30 5.28 5.07 3.74 5.55 4.84 5.32 5.15 4.89
None 5.05 5.30 5.15 5.09 3.64 5.51 4.83 5.28 5.09 4.84
Some 4.33 4.92 6.00 4.50 3.92 5.50 4.67 5.25 5.33 5.08
A lot 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 6.50 6.50 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 5.50
Significance .204 .456 .194 .329 .068 .407 .489 .405 .543 .542
SPEAKING
Total 5.00 5.29 5.26 5.11 3.77 5.55 4.88 5.37 5.14 4.89
None 5.06 5.36 5.23 5.13 3.72 5.57 4.90 5.33 5.10 4.85
Some 4.22 4.44 5.37 4.56 3.44 4.89 4.44 5.56 5.11 5.22
A lot 7.00 7.00 6.00 N/A 6.00 7.00 5.00 5.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 4.67 4.67 6.00 6.00 5.67 6.33 6.00 6.33 6.00 4.67
Significance .359 .283 .890 .470 .142 .314 .638 .751 .524 .554
MOVING
Total 4.97 5.25 5.30 5.12 3.81 5.58 4.93 5.43 5.16 4.91
None 5.23 5.46 5.58 5.12 3.87 5.21 4.65 5.10 5.00 4.90
Some 5.39 5.61 5.56 5.76 3.76 6.00 5.47 5.41 5.76 5.35
A lot 4.94 5.28 5.33 4.50 4.18 5.72 5.61 5.94 5.11 5.22
Impossible 4.33 4.70 4.73 5.09 3.53 5.88 4.72 5.67 5.13 4.52
Significance .089 .163 .136 .267 .664 .105 .053 .210 .395 .285
B. MOVING
Total 4.99 5.25 5.30 5.14 3.78 5.58 4.94 5.42 5.15 4.88
None 5.25 5.43 5.47 5.16 3.88 5.29 4.82 5.07 5.14 5.00
Some 5.48 5.57 5.43 5.29 3.70 5.86 5.48 5.52 5.14 4.86
A lot 4.26 4.65 4.96 5.12 3.60 5.84 4.77 5.96 5.04 4.28
Impossible 4.69 5.19 5.06 4.88 3.80 5.87 4.93 5.69 5.33 5.44
Significance .042 .202 .587 .926 .928 .228 .393 .134 .958 .138
GRIPPING
Total 4.98 5.26 5.28 5.10 3.78 5.57 4.89 5.40 5.15 4.88
None 5.09 5.38 5.28 5.07 3.77 5.37 4.83 5.22 5.23 4.88
Some 4.63 5.11 5.47 5.17 3.56 6.00 5.05 5.89 4.68 4.32
A lot 5.17 5.17 5.09 5.30 4.64 6.27 5.45 5.82 5.73 6.00
Impossible 4.00 4.00 5.00 4.75 2.75 6.00 4.00 5.50 4.00 4.50
Significance .495 .438 .925 .961 .238 .116 .395 .349 .152 .056
BEHAVIORAL
Total 5.04 5.34 5.28 5.11 3.75 5.55 4.87 5.37 5.12 4.86
None 5.02 5.33 5.24 5.13 3.67 5.57 4.85 5.35 5.12 4.92
Some 5.20 5.40 6.10 5.33 4.80 5.40 5.30 5.80 4.90 4.30
A lot 6.00 6.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 6.00 3.00 3.00 7.00 4.00
Impossible N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .816 .916 .012 .077 .045 .906 .346 .268 .468 .464
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Usability Requirements (Part B)
Few
Pages
Pictures
of
Venues
Interactive
Maps
Search
Option
Search /  
Tourism 
Options
Pet-
Friendly
Minimal
Scrolling
Text Change 
Font Size
Big
Enough
Buttons
Total Means 5.79 5.34 5.00 5.24 5.40 4.05 4.61 4.67 4.56 4.66
Std. Deviation 1.380 1.558 1.646 1.577 1.641 1.991 1.816 1.685 1.835 1.801
SEEING
Total 5.82 5.29 4.96 5.25 5.32 4.01 4.68 4.66 4.62 4.66
None 5.84 5.53 5.05 5.20 5.39 3.98 4.58 4.52 4.55 4.59
Some 5.85 4.85 5.04 5.48 5.31 4.20 5.08 5.08 5.00 4.88
A lot 4.75 4.25 3.50 4.25 4.00 3.50 4.25 5.00 3.50 4.75
Impossible 7.00 2.00 1.00 7.00 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .357 ,017 .028 .312 .264 .771 .424 .319 .256 .768
HEARING
Total 5.82 5.29 4.96 5.25 5.32 4.01 4.63 4.66 4.58 4.66
None 5.76 5.23 4.91 5.10 5.23 3.86 4.52 4.59 4.46 4.53
Some 6.08 5.50 5.00 6.00 5.82 4.80 5.27 4.73 5.18 5.50
A lot 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 6.50 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 6.50 5.50 7.00 7.00 5.50
Significance .597 .450 .384 .053 .455 .090 .268 .115 .163 .178
SPEAKING
Total 5.82 5.29 4.96 5.23 5.32 4.00 4.61 4.64 4.55 4.65
None 5.85 5.35 5.02 5.29 5.33 4.08 4.66 4.74 4.60 4.64
Some 5.22 4.78 4.44 4.33 4.89 3.00 4.00 3.11 4.22 4.78
A lot 7.00 5.00 4.00 6.00 6.00 5.00 7.00 7.00 5.00 7.00
Impossible 6.00 5.00 5.00 5.67 6.00 4.00 4.00 5.00 3.50 3.67
Significance .463 .760 .730 .296 .736 .432 .366 .020 .785 .442
MOVING
Total 5.78 5.33 4.97 5.21 5.37 4.01 4.58 4.64 4.53 4.61
None 5.94 5.27 4.78 5.35 5.20 4.34 5.02 5.27 5.08 5.10
Some 6.06 5.47 5.65 5.12 5.71 4.06 4.59 4.88 4.82 5.00
A lot 5.44 4.94 4.89 5.44 5.28 4.06 4.50 4.39 4.17 4.12
Impossible 5.55 5.55 4.97 4.90 5.53 3.44 3.91 3.67 3.72 3.87
Significance .338 .603 .314 .573 .656 .254 .057 .000 .006 .009
B. MOVING
Total 5.76 5.34 5.00 5.21 5.38 3.99 4.57 4.63 4.54 4.61
None 5.98 5.31 4.84 5.27 5.18 4.26 5.06 5.25 4.96 5.05
Some 5.29 5.14 5.00 5.38 5.62 3.38 4.24 4.48 4.24 4.38
A lot 5.60 5.32 5.00 4.92 5.69 3.56 3.72 3.72 4.12 4.04
Impossible 5.88 5.73 5.56 5.20 5.20 4.60 4.69 4.12 4.13 4.21
Significance .233 .737 .503 .766 .514 .137 .015 .001 .141 .074
GRIPPING
Total 5.76 5.33 4.97 5.20 5.35 3.96 4.57 4.63 4.53 4.60
None 5.77 5.24 4.79 5.22 5.26 3.95 4.59 4.88 4.51 4.49
Some 5.47 5.21 4.84 5.00 5.47 3.53 4.16 4.05 4.53 4.84
A lot 6.36 5.91 6.00 5.73 6.09 4.91 5.64 4.45 4.73 5.00
Impossible 5.25 6.25 6.25 4.25 4.50 3.75 3.25 3.00 4.25 4.75
Significance .345 .369 .053 .400 .312 .327 .078 .050 .974 .785
BEHAVIORAL
Total 5.80 5.28 4.97 5.22 5.32 4,00 4.61 4.65 4.57 4.66
None 5.78 5.24 4.96 5.19 5.32 3.97 4.51 4.69 4.56 4.62
Some 5.90 5.90 5.30 5.60 5.40 4.00 5.70 4.50 4.90 5.30
A lot 7.00 3.00 3.00 4.00 4.00 7.00 4.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Impossible N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .662 .167 .417 .533 .727 .314 .130 .286 .312 .167
276
Question 7 -T ru s t, Perceived Usefulness
Trust Perceived Usefulness
Honest
Web
Web
Cares
Non Web 
Opportunistic
Faster
through
Web
Performance
Improvement
Effectiveness
Increase
Productivity
Increase
Useful
Search
Total Means 5.00 5.08 4.58 4.70 4.72 4.85 4.54 4.99
Std.
Deviation
1.423 1.337 1.482 1.751 1.759 1.654 1.730 1.693
SEEING
Total 4.95 5.00 4.51 4.60 4.65 4.77 4.47 4.90
None 5.11 5.08 4.60 4.51 4.53 4.65 4.26 4.82
Some 4.21 4.71 4.29 4.93 5.00 5,21 5.21 5.23
A lot 5.00 4.50 3.50 5,00 6.00 5.50 5.50 5.00
Impossible N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .104 .566 .473 .687 .370 .424 .125 .737
HEARING
Total 4.95 5.00 4.51 4.60 4.65 4.77 4.47 4.90
None 4.96 5.07 4.52 4.64 4.70 4.81 4.54 4.95
Some 4.44 4.00 4.33 3.89 4.78 4.00 3.67 4.00
A lot 7.00 7.00 6.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 7.00 0.00 N/A 7.00 7.00 7.00 N/A 7.00
Significance .155 .017 .560 .260 .117 .132 .125 .131
SPEAKING
Total 4.99 5.04 4,55 4.65 4.70 4.82 4.52 4.95
None 4.88 5.01 4.52 4.55 4.60 4.78 4.47 4.90
Some 5.50 4.88 4.52 5.00 5.29 4.75 4.75 5.12
A lot N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Impossible 6.50 6.50 6.00 6.50 6.00 6.50 6.00 6.00
Significance .147 .256 .589 .233 .341 .327 .621 .619
MOVING
Total 5.01 5.07 4.58 4.69 4.74 4.84 4.55 4.99
None 4.93 4.96 4.42 4.65 4.56 4.59 4.46 4.92
Some 5.17 5.25 4.92 5.08 5.17 5.25 5.00 5.50
A lot 4.75 4.67 4.75 4.08 4.55 4.50 4.17 4.67
Impossible 5.13 5.27 4.52 4.80 4.80 5.03 4.60 4.97
Significance .827 .517 .766 .516 .751 .494 .672 .649
B. MOVING
Total 5.01 5.10 4.58 4.71 4.74 4.86 4.54 5.01
None 5.10 5.19 4.70 4.93 4.90 4.87 4.80 5.07
Some 5.00 5.23 4.38 4.85 4.85 5.31 4.69 5.46
A lot 4.73 4.83 4.36 4.57 4.41 4.48 3.95 4.70
Impossible 5.29 5.21 4.85 4.36 4.79 5.07 4.79 5.00
Significance .672 .708 .723 .725 .769 .475 .295 .613
GRIPPING
Total 4.99 5.05 4.55 4.67 4.72 4.81 4.51 4.96
None 5.10 5.22 4.66 4.88 4.80 4.92 4.66 5.00
Some 4.93 4.67 4.33 4.60 4.87 4.80 4.47 5.20
A lot 4.78 4.67 4.44 4.11 4.44 4.56 4.11 4.78
Impossible 4.25 5.25 4.00 3.50 3.75 4.00 3.75 4.00
Significance .646 .382 .779 .311 .636 .687 .638 .616
BEHAVIORAL
Total 4.99 5.04 4.55 4.64 4.70 4.82 4.51 4.95
None 5.00 5.03 4.47 4.68 4.71 4.84 4.52 4.96
Some 4.83 5.17 5.33 4.50 4.83 4.83 4.67 5.00
A lot 5.00 5.00 5.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 4.00
Impossible N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .963 .969 .356 .613 .606 .531 .662 .849
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Question 7 -  Ease of Use, Behavioral Intention
Ease of Use Behavioral Intention
Easier
W eb
Search
Skilful 
throug 
h Web
Easy
Learnin
g
Flexible
Interacti
on
Clear
Interacti
on
Easy
Getting
W eb
Easy
Web
Use
Intende 
d W eb  
Use
Predicte 
d W eb 
Use
Recommen 
ded W eb  
Use
Tr. 
Plannin 
g W eb 
Use
Total Means 4.88 4.80 4.93 4.80 5.18 4.90 4.94 5.17 5.22 4.63 3.89
Std. Deviation 1.760 1.742 1.624 1.629 1.541 1.530 1.691 1.570 1.591 1.711 1.864
SEEING
Total 4.82 4.71 4.82 4.71 5.16 4.86 4.87 5.09 5.17 4.54 3.82
None 4.69 4.67 4.85 4.74 5.13 4.85 4.92 5.18 5.25 4.44 3.74
Some 5.23 4.92 4.62 4.54 5.23 4.77 4.62 4.69 5.23 5.00 4.23
A lot 6.00 4.50 5.00 5.00 5.50 5.50 5.00 5.00 2.50 4.50 3.50
Impossible N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .393 .880 .879 .894 .932 .828 .844 .598 .052 .571 .659
HEARING
Total 4.82 4.71 4.82 4.71 5.16 4.86 4.87 5.09 5.17 4.54 3.82
None 4.86 4.83 4.89 4.79 5.23 4.94 4.94 5.11 5.25 4.57 3.74
Some 4.00 3.33 3.78 3.78 4.22 3.89 3.89 4.56 4.44 3.78 4.00
A lot 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00 7.00
Impossible 7.00 7.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 5.00 7.00 4.00
Significance .173 .021 .053 .126 .104 .101 .099 .256 .343 .112 .354
SPEAKING
Total 4.87 4.76 4.87 4.77 5.21 4.91 4.92 5.14 5.23 4.59 3.87
None 4.81 4.67 4.81 4.69 5.10 4.87 4.89 5.15 5.18 4.41 3.77
Some 5.12 5.29 5.14 5.12 5.75 5.12 4.88 5.00 5.71 5.88 4.75
A lot N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Impossible 6.00 7.00 6.00 6.00 6.50 6.00 7.00 5.50 5.00 5.50 3.50
Significance .574 .273 .509 .408 .239 .686 .449 .916 .674 .043 .336
MOVING
Total 4.90 4.82 4.92 4.79 5.21 4.92 4.94 5.18 5.26 4.62 3.89
None 4.77 4.50 4.58 4.38 4.92 4.85 4.69 5.27 5.35 4.46 4.08
Some 5.42 5.08 5.42 5.42 5.92 5.25 5.17 5.00 5.25 5.50 3.50
A lot 4.33 4.55 4.36 4.42 5.08 4.25 4.91 4.82 5.45 4.17 3.83
Impossible 5.03 5.11 5.23 5.03 5.23 5.14 5.07 5.30 5.10 4.59 3.90
Significance .439 .517 .165 .166 .282 .285 .804 .785 .907 .208 .847
B. MOVING
Total 4.90 4.82 4.95 4.81 5.22 4.92 4.96 5.20 5.26 4.65 3.87
None 4.97 4.87 4.90 4.63 5.27 4.93 4.83 5.03 5.27 4.77 3.83
Some 5.69 5.00 5.46 5.31 5.77 5.54 5.54 5.85 5.38 4.31 3.83
A lot 4.23 4.57 4.78 4.91 5.09 4.71 4.81 5.13 5.29 4.78 3.91
Impossible 5.07 4.92 4.86 4.57 4.79 4.64 4.93 5.07 5.07 4.46 3.93
Significance .096 .884 .639 .566 .370 .369 .589 .411 .960 .807 .998
GRIPPING
Total 4.87 4.79 4.90 4.76 5.21 4.91 4.91 5.15 5.23 4.58 3.86
None 5.04 4.80 4.90 4.74 5.32 5.06 5.04 5.36 5.39 4.67 4.10
Some 5.00 4.93 5.20 5.00 5.47 5.13 5.14 5.27 5.60 4.93 3.27
A lot 4.22 4.38 4.56 4.78 4.78 4.00 4.22 4.22 4.33 3.89 3.67
Impossible 3.75 5.00 4.50 4.00 3.75 4.25 4.00 4.25 4.00 3.75 3.50
Significance .317 .888 .743 .735 .149 .168 .335 .110 .064 .334 .455
BEHAVIORAL
Total 4.87 4.76 4.87 4.76 5.21 4.91 4.92 5.14 5.23 4.59 3.85
None 4.86 4.73 4.86 4.74 5.16 4.88 4.88 5.10 5.16 4.53 3.91
Some 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.17 5.67 5.00 5.20 5.33 5.67 5.17 3.17
A lot 5.00 5.00 5.00 4.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 7.00 7.00 5.00 4.00
Impossible N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
Significance .979 .925 .974 .732 .640 .753 .744 .434 .376 .655 .627
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C4. CROSSTABULATIONS (IMPAIRMENTS)
Seeing difficulties crosstabs
On a destination website, there is accessibility information
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Seeing difficulties No difficulty 1 2 1 6 5 6 65 85
(even with glasses, if 
worn) Some 0 1 2 6 3 5
10 27
A lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4
Impossible 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1
Total 1 3 3 12 9 11 79 118
Multilingual versions of the website
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Seeing difficulties No difficulty 6 2 4 10 18 13 28 81
(even with glasses, if 
worn) Some 1 0
4 6 3 6 6 26
A lot 2 1 0 0 0 0 1 4
Impossible 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 10 3 8 16 21 19 35 112
Date pictures were uploaded
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Seeing difficulties No difficulty 4 1 6 13 23 22 12 81
(even with glasses, if 
worn) Some 1 1 4 7 3 6
4 26
A lot 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 4
Impossible 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 7 3 10 21 27 28 16 112
Accessibility information is accompanied by pictures
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Seeing difficulties No difficulty 3 2 2 12 14 20 30 83
(even with glasses, if 
worn) Some 2 1 2 5 3 7
6 26
A lot 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 4
Impossible 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 7 3 4 18 18 28 36 114
Minimised clicks
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Seeing difficulties No difficulty 3 3 5 20 19 14 19 83
(even with glasses, if 
worn) Some 1 1 2 6 5 7
4 26
A lot 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 4
Impossible 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 6 5 7 26 26 21 23 114
Pictures of different areas of venues
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Seeing difficulties No difficulty 1 2 5 10 16 21 26 81
(even with glasses, if 
worn) Some 0 3 2 6 4 7
4 26
A lot 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 4
Impossible 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 2 6 8 16 20 29 31 112
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Interactive maps
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Seeing difficulties No difficulty 4 3 5 12 22 17 18 82
(even with glasses, if 
worn) Some 0 2 2 6 4 7 5
26
A lot 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 4
Impossible 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Total 6 5 9 19 26 25 23 113
Hearing difficulties crosstabs
1 believe w ebsite/vendor cares about its customers
Totaldisagree slightly disagree N A /N D slightly agree agree
strongly
agree
Hearing No difficulty 1 5 15 22 15 9 67
difficulties
(even with 2 2 2 1 1 1 9
hearing aid, a  lot 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
if used)
Impossible U U 0 0 0 1 1
Total 3 7 17 23 16 12 78
It is easy to become skilful at using the website Total
strongly slightly strongly
disagree disagree disagree N A /N D slightly agree agree agree
Hearing No difficulty 1 4 10 9 13 20 7 64
difficulties
(even with Some 3 1 2 0 1 0 2 9
hearing aid, a  lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
if used)
Impossible 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Total 4 5 12 9 14 20 11 75
Speaking difficulties crosstabs
Accessibility information about outdoor areas
Totalunimportant very little little somehow much
very
much extremely
Speaking No difficulty 1 3 3 6 11 20 59 103
difficulties
(talking) 0 2 1 3 0 3 1 10
A lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Impossible 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 3
Total 1 5 4 9 11 24 63 117
Accessibiiity information about common areas of a building
very
unimportant very little little somehow much much extremely Total
Speaking No difficulty 1 3 4 10 8 19 58 103
difficulties
(talking) 0 1 2 1 1 3 1 9
A lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Impossible 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 3
Total 1 4 6 11 9 23 62 116
Text equivalent for non text elements
very
unimportant very little little somehow much much extremely Total
Speaking No difficulty 5 4 9 29 21 11 21 100
difficulties
Some 2 0 4 2 0 1 0 9
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(talking) A lot 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1
Impossible 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 3
Total 7 4 14 31 22 12 23 113
1 will recommend others to  use the website
strong
strongly slightly ly
disagree disagree disagree N A /N D slightly agree agree agree Total
Speaking No difficulty 4 4 12 10 22 5 9 66
difficulties
(talking) 0 0 0 1 2 2 3 8
Impossible 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 2
Total 4 4 12 12 24 7 13 76
Moving/mobility difficulties crosstabs
On a destination website, there is accessibility information
Totalunimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely
Moving/mobility No difficulty 0 2 1 5 5 7 34 54
difficulties
(walking, Some 1 1 1 4 2 0 9 18
climbing stairs. A lot 0 0 0 3 2 2 12 19
standing)
Impossible 0 0 0 0 1 2 30 33
Total 1 3 2 12 10 11 85 124
Accessibility information about moving inside a building
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Moving/mobility No difficulty 1 3 0 5 8 10 25 52
difficulties
(walking. Some 1 1 2 0 4 2 8 18
climbing stairs. A lot 0 0 0 1 1 4 13 19
standing)
Impossible 0 0 0 1 0 3 29 33
Total 2 4 2 7 13 19 75 122
Accessibility information about common areas of a building
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Moving/mobility No difficulty 0 3 2 6 5 12 25 53
difficulties
(walking. Some 1 1 3 1 2 2 8 18
climbing stairs. A lot 0 0 1 1 1 5 11 19
standing)
Impossible 0 0 0 4 1 6 21 32
Total 1 4 6 12 9 25 65 122
There is detailed accessibility information
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Moving/mobility No difficulty 1 3 1 6 7 7 26 51
difficulties
(walking. Some 1 1 1 3 1 3 8 18
climbing stairs. A lot 0 0 0 5 1 2 11 19
standing)
Impossible 0 0 0 1 3 4 25 33
Total 2 4 2 15 12 16 70 121
Accessibility information is integrated in the main website
unimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely Total
Moving/mobility No difficulty 1 1 4 2 9 8 26 51
difficulties
(walking. Some 2 1 2 2 1 4 5 17
climbing stairs. A lot 0 0 1 4 1 4 8 18
standing)
Impossible 0 0 0 3 5 7 18 33
Total 3 2 7 11 16 23 57 119
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The website provides accessibility information that 1 need
Totalunimportant very little little somehow much very much extremely
Moving/mobility No difficulty 3 2 1 4 6 10 26 52
difficulties
(walking, Some 0 2 0 0 6 2 8 18
climbing stairs, a  lot 0 0 0 1 6 1 11 19
standing)
Impossible 0 0 1 0 2 4 26 33
Total 3 4 2 5 20 17 71 122
There are accessible paths within the destination
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
M oving/m obilit 
y difficulties 
(walking, 
climbing stairs, 
standing)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
0
1
0
0
1
0
3
0
0
6
1
1
9
2
5
10
6
2
24
6
10
52
17
18
Impossible 0 0 0 0 4 6 22 32
Total 1 1 3 8 20 24 62 119
There are accessible paths within a venue
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
M oving/m obilit 
y difficulties 
(walking, 
climbing stairs, 
standing)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
0
1
0
0
0
1
0
0
3
0
0
0
8
1
0
0
11
3
5
3
11
5
3
8
18
7
10
21
51
18
18
32
Total 1 1 3 9 22 27 56 119
Text equivalent for non-text elements
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
M oving/m obilit 
y difficulties 
(walking, 
climbing stairs, 
standing)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
0
0
1
6
1
0
1
2
5
4
3
3
12
5
6 
10
10
2
1
11
7
1
4
0
16
5
2
1
51
17
18 
33
Total 7 4 15 33 24 12 24 119
Change font size
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
M oving/m obilit 
y difficulties 
(walking, 
climbing stairs, 
standing)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
3 
0 
1
4
1
0
3
5
4
5 
2 
5
10
3
5
9
10
3
3
4
7
2
1
1
15
4
3
4
50
17
18 
32
Total 8 9 16 27 20 11 26 117
Big enough buttons
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
M oving/m obilit 
y difficulties 
walking, 
climbing stairs, 
standing)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
2
0
1
1
1
2
6
3
4
7
3
3
14
3
3
7
2
2
14
5
2
51
17
17
Impossible 5 1 7 8 4 2 4 31
Total 8 5 20 21 24 13 25 116
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Body movement difficulties crosstabs
Accessibility information about outdoor areas
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Body
m ovem ent
difficulties
(reaching,
crouching,
kneeling)
Total
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
7
1
3
2
13
56
23
26
16
121
unim portant
Accessibiiity in form ation about m oving inside a building
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Body
m ovem ent
difficulties
reaching,
crouching,
kneeling)
Total
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
10
1
1
1
13
10
3
4  
1
18
25
18
19
13
75
55
23
27
16
121
unim portant
Accessibiiity inform ation about security policy
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Body
movem ent
difficulties
reaching,
crouching,
kneeling)
Total
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
2
4
3
17
13
7
8 
3
31
9
2
4
4
19
20
30
56
23
26
15
120
Printing option
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Body
m ovem ent
difficulties
(reaching,
crouching,
kneeling)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
3
0
1
1
3
3
4  
1
0
0
5
1
8
1
5
5
13
5
5
2
15
4
3
3
14
8
4
3
56
21
27
16
Total 5 11 6 19 25 25 29 120
M in im a! scroiiing
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Body
m ovem ent
difficulties
(reaching,
crouching,
kneeling)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
2
2
4
1
2
2
2
1
5
3
7
1
9
5
4
3
15
3
3
5
6
3
2
3
15
3
3
2
54
21
25
16
Total 9 7 16 21 26 14 23 116
Text equivalent fo r non te x t elem ents
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Body
m ovem ent
difficulties
reaching,
crouching,
kneeling)
Total
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
Impossible
7
2
4
1
14
12
8
9
4
33
10
4
4
6
24
7
2
2
1
12
18
3
1
1
23
55
21
25
16
117
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Gripping /  holding difficulties crosstabs
Accessibility information about security policy
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Gripping/ho! No difficulty 
ding
difficulties Some 
fe g e fs to
grip or Impossible
handle
objects)
Total
3
2
1
0
6
4
2
1
1
8
6
2
0
1
9
11
3
1
1
16
20
6
4
1
31
14
2
3
0
19
25
2
2
0
29
83
19
12
4
118
1 feel accessibility information on the website is reliable
unim portant little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Gripping/holdi No difficulty 
ng difficulties 
(using fingers Some
h a ^ r '  A lot 
objects) Impossible 
Total
2
0
0
1
3
4
1
1
0
6
12
0
0
2
14
11
2
3
0
16
17
4
1
0
22
35
9
7
1
52
81
16
12
4
113
Behavioural difficulties crosstabs
Clear search forms w ith a push of a button
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Behavioural
difficulties
(psychological,
emotional
problems)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
6
0
1
4
0
0
2
0
0
14
0
0
21
2
0
23
5
0
27
3
0
97
10
1
Total 7 4 2 14 23 28 30 108
Forum section
unim portant
very
little little somehow much very much extrem ely Total
Behavioural
difficulties
(psychological,
emotional
problems)
No difficulty 
Some 
A lot
14
1
1
13
0
0
18
2
0
21
1
0
18
1
0
10
3
0
5
2
0
99
10
1
Total 16 13 20 22 19 13 7 110
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